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PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Ensign Ralph D. Weyerbacher to be an assistant naval con-
structor.

Ensign Thomas B. Richey to be an assistant naval con-
structor.

The following-named lieutenant commanders to be com-
manders:

Joel RR. P. Pringle,

Charles J. Lang, and

Martin E. Trench. !

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant com-
manders:

John D. Wainwright,

Harry K. Cage,

Charles 8. Freeman,

Robert L. Berry, and

Ward K. Wortman.

Passed Asst. Paymaster James F. Kutz to be a paymaster.

POSTMASTER.
ALASKA.
Augustus E. Kindell, Skagway.

HOUSE OF BEPRESENTATIVES.
" Frmway, August 2, 1912.

The House met at 12 o'clock .noon.

Prayer by the Rev. William Couden, of Norwalk, Ohio, as
follows:

Again, O God, Thou layest upon us the solemn trust of a day.
How fair it drops upon us from Thy hand! We pray that Thou
wilt comfort us with the sense of Thine all-searching presence
and never-failing strength. Illumine our minds and hearts and
wills with the light that radiates through Thy Son, our Savior
Jesus Christ. Make us faithful to our Nation, our homes, our
friends, our fellow men, and our own manhood, and enable us
to put back into Thine eternal keeping these hours of service, all
untarnished by sin. For Jesus’ sake. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
_approved.

REPORTS ON INVESTIGATION OF STEEL TRUST.

_ Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the committee (o
investigate violations of the act of 1890, and other acts, I desire
to submit the following report (H. Rept. 1127).

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky sends up a
report from the committee to investigate the Steel Trust. It
is ordered printed and put on the calendar.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the minority may have the usual time of five days in
which to file the minority views.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks that the
minority may have five days in which to file their views. I3
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I send up a supple-
mental report of my own from the minority.

The SPEAKER. Is this the minority report?

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. It is one of the minority reports.

Mr. MANN. It is one of the minority reports.

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not have auy official informa-
tion that there were more than one. It is ordered printed and
put on the calendar.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask leave to present my
separate views on the steel investigation.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois sends up his
views, which are ordered printed and put on the calendar. The
Chair will suggest to whoever has charge of these things that
these reports ought to be printed together. The Chair will ask
the gentleman from Michigan if this is all of them?

Mr., YOUNG of Michigan. No, Mr. Speaker; Mr. GARDNER of
Massachusetts will present a report which is agreed on by
three members, at least, of the committee; but he does not seem
to be in his seat this morning.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, may I ask whether that report is
likely to be presented to-day?

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. It is ready now.

Mr. MANN. I suggest that, when presented all the reports
be printed together.

Mr, YOUNG of Michigan. Might it not be just as well to
leave that matter open until Mr. GarpNEr of Massachusetts is
present, which will be during the day?

The SPEAKER. Very well, then.

Subsequently,

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I present a
report containing the views of the minority of the special com-
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mittee elected to investigate the United States Steel Corpora-
tion, and I ask unanimous consent that it be printed as a docu-
ment separate from the main report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Currey)., The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] submits a minority report
of the committee on the investigation of the Steel Trust and
asks that it be printed as a separate document. Is there ob-
Jjection? [After a pause.] The Cliair hears none, and it is so
ordered. (H. Rept. 1127, pt. 2.)

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bill
of the following title:

H. R. 15509. An act to authorize the construction and mainte-
nance of a sewer pipe upon and across the Fort Rodman Mili-
tary Reservation at New Bedford, Mass.

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 25009) making appro-
priations for sundry civil expenses of the Government for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for other purposes, dis-
agreed to by the House of Representatives, had agreed to the
conference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. WaRreN, Mr.
gmzxtms, and Mr. Cureersox as the conferees on the part of the

enate,

CONFERENCE REPORT, MILITARY ACADEAMY BILL.

Mr. HAY. Mr. Speaker, T call up the conference report on
the bill H. RR. 24450, the Military Academy appropriation bill,
and ask unanimous consent that the statement may be read
instead of the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia ecalls up the
conference report on the Military Academy bill and asks that
the statement be read in lieu of the report. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 24450) making approprlat[ons for the su IZ’IJ
Military Academy for the fiscal year ending®June 30, 1
other purposes.

The conference report is as follows:

rt of the
3, and for

CONFERENCE REPORT (XNo. 1122),

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the améndments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
24450) making appropriations<for the support of the Military
Academy for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows :

That the Senate recede from its amendment numbered 10.

That the House recede from iis dlmgreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 11, and agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 1, and
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In line 11 of
the matter proposed to be inserted by said amendment, after the
word “hereafter,” strike out the word “ graduates’ and insert
in lieu the words “a graduate”; in line 13, after the word
“from,” strike out the words “ West Point, N. Y.,” and in-
sert in lieu the words “his home”; in line 14 after the word
“ which,” strike out the words ** they first joln ™ and insert in
lien the words “he first joins™; and in line 14, beginning after
the word “ duty,” strike out all the rest of the amendment down
to and including the word * strength,” in line 28; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 4, and
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In line 3 of
the matter proposed to be inserted by said amendment, after
the word * sergeant,” strike out the word “six" and insert in
lien the word “ eight" in line 4, after the word “sergeants,”
strike out the word “ eight ” and insert in lieu the word *“ten”;
in line 4, after the word *‘musicians,” strike out the word
“forty ” and insert in lien the words * thirty-elght . and in line
5, after the word “ and,” strike out the word “ forty " and insert
in lieu the words “ thlrty -eight”; and the Senate agree to the
same,

James HAY,

Jaumes L. SLAYDER,

Geo. W. PRINCE,

Managers on the part of the House.

. H. A. pu PoNT,

F. E. WARREN,

Jos. F. JoHNSTON,
Managers on the part of the Senate.
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The statement was read, as follows:

SBTATEMENT,

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on I R 24450 submit
the following statement:

Amendment No. 1 provides for the appointment of two cadets
from the Bistrict Columbia and for mileage to graduates of
West Point when ordered to their stations; it also provides for a
new method of dppointment of cadets to “ est Point. The House
agreed to the first two provisions of the amendment and re-
fused to agree to the last provision and receded with an amend-
ment.

Amendment No. 2 prov ides for two assistant professors in the
department of English and history, and the House recedes.

Amendment No. 3 makes a verbal correction, aud the House
recedes.

Amendments Nos. 4 and 5 provide that the cnr-meer detach-
ment now at West Point shall remain there permanently, and
the House recedes with an amendment increasing the sergeants
and corporals by four and cutting off four privates.

Amendment No. 6 dispenses with the name of the typewriter
authorized, and the House recedes.

Amendment No. 7 makes a verbal change, and the House
recedes,

Amendment No. 8 gives to the Secretary of War the authority
to grant leave of absence to the Superintendent of the Military
Academy, and the House recedes.

Amendment No. 10 struck out the House provision for the
relief of Lieut. Col. J. M. Carson, and the Senate recedes.

Amendment No. 11 provides for the promotion of Col. Wllcox,
a professor at the academy, and the House recedes.

James HAY,

JAaMES L. SLAYDEN,

Geo, W. PRINCE,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. FIAY. Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of the con-
ference report.
The question was taken, and the conference report was
adopted.
BIGHT FOR ELECTRIC RAILROAD, ETC., ACROSS VANCOUVER MILITARY
¥ RESERVATION, -

Mr. HAY. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference report on
the Senate bill 4663 and ask uranimous consent that the state-
ment pe read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia calls up the
conference report, which the Clerk will read, and asks unani-
mous consent that the statement be read in lieu of the report.
Is there objection? [After n pause.] The Chair hears none.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 40663) granting to the Washington-Oregon Corporation
the right for an electric rallroad and for telephone, telegraph, and elec-
tric transmission lines across the Vancouver Military Reservation in
the State of Washington.

The conference report is as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT (XNo. 1072).

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (8.
4663) granting to the Washington-Oregon Corporation a right
of way for an electric railroad, and for telephone, telegraph,
and electrie-transmission lines across the Vancouver Military
Reservation, in the State of Washington, having met, after
full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its amendment numbered 3.

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the House numbered 1 and 2, and agree to the same.

JAMES HAY,

S. H. DExT, Jr.,

Jurius KAHN,
Managers on the part of the House, -

H. A. ou PonT,

F. E. WARREN,

Jos. F. JoHNSTON,
Managers on the part of the Senate,

The statement was read, as follows:

BTATEMENT.

The managers on the part of the House make the following
statement with regard to the action of the conferees on 8. 4663 :

The amendments of the House Nos. 1 and 2 struck out of the
Senate bill the words * the right” and the word “ grant” and
inserted the word “ license,” and the Senate receded.

The House inserted the words “ at the discretion of the Sec-
retary of War” in place of the words “ during the pleasure of
Congress,” and the House recedes.

James Hay,

S. H. Dext, Jr.,

Jurivs KAHN,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. HAY. Mr. Speaker, I meve the adoption of the report.
The question was taken, and the report was adopted.
IRON AND STEEL SCHEDULE.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to return the
papers on the bill amending the iron and steel schedule to the
House, reporting a disagreement on the part of the conferees.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. R. 18642, An act to amend an act entitled “An act to provide

revenue, egunlizc duties, and encovrage the indusiries of the United
States, and for other purposes,” approved August 5, 1909, -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpeR-
woop] reports a disagreement on the part of the conferees on
the bill H. R. 158642,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move to take the steel
bill (H. R. 18642) from the Speaker’s table and further insist
on the disagreement of the House to Senate amendments Nos.
3 and 4. Senate amendment No. 3 is an amendment repealing
the Canadian reciprocity pact and Senate amendment No. 4 is
merely a technical amendment renumbering the bill.

The SPEAKER. What is the number of the amendments?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Senate amendments Nos. 3 and 4. Sen-
ate amendments Nos. 1 and 2 have already been agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Are these two amendments the only ones
pending?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The only ones pending.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woon] moves to take from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R.
18642, and to further insist on the disagreement to Senate
amendments numbered 3 and 4. .

Mr. MANN. A parlinmentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MANN. I do not know as I have any objection to the
action proposed to be taken, but is not this a conference report
that, under the rules, would have to be printed in the R@»corp?
The bill is not on the Speaker’s table.
thMr. UNDERWOOD. It is there now, because I returned it

ere. =

Mr. MANN. That action does not return it to the Speaker’'s
table. It is in the custody of the House and not of the Speaker.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not agree to that. The mzoper
place for it is to go to the Speaker’s table, and there is no con-
ference report in the matter. The gentleman would be acen-
rate if there was a conference report to be acted upon. 2ut it
is the custom and precedent of the House when the total dis-
agreement is reported that there is no action required by the
House, We therefore have no conference report to act upon,
and the reading of the rule clearly establishes the fact that
the purpose of the report and statement is fo indicate to the
House the points at issue beiween the conferees. The report
made does not require action by the House. I do not desire to
call up any report. I merely move to take from the Speaker’s
table the bill, and I think, Mr. Speaker, my motion is clearly in
order and I insist upon it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask the gentleman from
Illinois, when this comes back here in this shape, is it or is it
not in the exact position it was when it was first taken from the
Speaker's table?

Mr.. MANN. If the bill had come from the Senate it would
go to the Speaker’s table for reference to n committee. The bill

| has been to the committee and is not on the Speaker's table

now. It is a conference report reported back from the com-
mittee and is in possession of the House, and like any other bill
that is in the possession of the ITouse is in the hands of the
Clerk. I wish the gentleman would not precipitate a question of
that kind. He could get what he wants by unanimous consent.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from I1li-
nois that I am going to insist on the motion because I think
I am correct. But if the gentleman does not want the question
raised—and I think I have a right to raise the question—I am
perfectly willing, if the gentleman does not want any precedent
made, to ask unanimous consent to consider the iron and steel
bill, The only reason I want to take it up at this time is that
it will facilitate adjournment.

Mr. MANN. I have no objection to taking it up. If the
gentleman’s contention is correct, when a conference report on
the naval bill, for instance, is submitted to the House, the con-
ference report under the rule could not be acted upon, but the
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amendments could be acted on. The purpose of the rule is to
kave the conference report printed for a day in the Recorp so
that the House may have notice of what the agreement or dis-
agreement is.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest that in this case
there is no report.

Mr. MANN. Oh, there is a conference report.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No report to be acted upon.

Mr. MANN. Oh, I say there is a conference report.

The SPEAKER. Have the two gentlemen come to an agree-
ment about what they are going to do?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would rather not take up the time of
the Chair if unanimous consent is given, but otherwise I would
like to argue the point of order with the Chair. But first I
will ask unanimous consent that I may present the iron and
steel bill to the House for the purpose of moving to disagree
to Senate amendments numbered 3 and 4.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woopn] asks unanimous eonsent to present to the House the iron
and steel bill for the purpose of disagreeing to Senate amend-
ments numbered 3 and 4. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move to disagree to
Senate amendments numbered 3 and 4. I do not desire to dis-
cuss the question, but if gentlemen on that side do desire fo
discuss it I will not object.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to enter a motion to con-
cur in the amendments regarding the reciprocity pact.

The SPEAEER. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
PAYNE] moves to concur in Senate amendments numbered 3 and 4.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to ask the gentleman from
New York if he desires any time?

Mr. PAYNE. I do not.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, Mr. Speaker, I ask for a vote.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payse] to concur in
Senate amendments numbered 3 and 4.

The question was taken, and the motion to concur was
rejected. 1

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, a negative on the motion
to concur carries a motion to nonconcur.

The SPEAKER. Yes; that ecarries the other proposition
with it.

On motion of Mr. UNpERwooD, o motion to reconsider the last
vote was laid on the table.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted—
To Mr. DoveHToN, for 10 days, on account of illness in his
family.
To Mr. Wmsox of New York, for 10 days, on account of
illness.
DUTIES ON MANUFACTURES OF COTTON.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now, Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the bili
(H. R. 25034) to reduce the duties on manufactures of cotton.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpEr-
woop] moves that the House resolve itself into Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
gideration of H. R. 25034—the cotton bill.

Mr. UNDEREWOOD. Mr. Speaker, pending that motion, I
would like to see if I can reach an agreement with the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PaY~E] as to the time of general debate.

Mr. PAYNE. I would say to the gentleman that I do not
know much about it. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Hir] wants some time,

Mr, HILL. Yegs:; I would like some time, Mr. Speaker, and
I understand that the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor]
desires time, and one gentleman from Iowa, Judge GREEN, also de-
gires time. I think altogether four or five hours would be reguired.

Mr. PAYNE. How much time does the gentleman want?

Mr. HILL. I should like to have an hour and a half if I can
have it.

Mr. MANN. And I would like to have half an hour.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I can not agree to that
length of time. I am willing to agree to three hours’ general de-
bate on the bill, but I can not agree to a longer time than that.

Mr., PAYNE. I will say to the gentleman that this side is
asking for abont four hours. . i

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from New
York that this bill is the identical bill that was discussed for
over .two weeks in the House, and there is no change in if,
and it is necessary to pass it in order to reach an adjournment.

Mr. PAYNE. The gentleman refers to the debate that was
had a year ago?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Yes. -

Mr. PAYNE. And before the report of the Tariff Board ecm
in on the bill?

Mr., ONDERWOOD. I am willing to agree to three hours’
general debate, and I think possibly I can yield some of my
time to gentlemen on the other side.

Mr. HILL. Make it five hours.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I ecan not agree to more ¢han three
hours—an hour and a half on a side. I will endeavor to yield
half an hour of that to gentlemen on the other side.

Mr. LENROOT. My views not coinciding exactly with those
of either the majority or minority of the committee, I dislike
to ask time at the hands of either of them.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Three hours of debate will allow three
speeches, and if it is agreed to, I will be willing to give half an
hpur of my time to any gentleman that the gentleman from
New York [Ms Payxe] desires me to yield it to.

- Mr. MANN. I would like to have half an hour myself.

Mr. HILL. I would like to appeal to the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means on the ground that under the
rule each member of the committee is entitled by virtue of his
membership to an hour.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not know of any rule of that kind.
I may suggest that the gentleman has brought a new rule into
this Houge at this time. If Congress is to adjourn at an early
day, I think it is important that this bill be passed to-day. I
should like to see if I ean come to some agreement with gentle-
men on that side about the consideration of the bill under the
five-minute rule. I understand you have a substitute. If you
have, and are willing to take that substitute instead of amend-
ments under the five-minute rule, I am willing to have a greater
latitude in general debate.

Mr. PAYNE. As far as I am concerned, there is no dispo-
sition to try to make single amendments to the bill. :

Mr. LENROOT. If I can get the time in general debate, I
will not take any time under the five-minute rule. If I can
not, I shall have to take it under the five-minute rule.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly; but I want to make a
reasonable agreement with gentlemen on that side, so that we
ean dispose of the bill to-day.
inshilsl:‘. MANN. Does the gentleman think it is reasonable to

Mr. PAYNE. I suggest to the gentleman that we have five
hours’ general debate and no debate under the five-minute rule.
If any amendments are offered, I do not suppose we can cut
them off, but they ean be decided without debate.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman wants five hours' gen-
eral debate——

Mr. PAYNE. T should like three hours of it on this side. I
do not want over 5 minutes myself, or 10 at the ountside.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman is enlarging his demand
for time on that side. Five hours' general debate means two
hours and a half on a side.

!Mr} PAYNE. For myself I do not want more than 5 or 10
minutes.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hrr]
desires an hour and a half, the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
LExroor] desires an hour. I desire half an hour, which I think
is a very modest request. I do not think, on a great bill like
this, the gentleman should insist on cutting off reasonable dehate,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr,
Hizr], under the rules of the House, would be entitled to only
an hour. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor] would
be entitled to an hour. The gentleman from Illinois says he
only wants half an hour.

Mr. MANN. I would be entitied to an hour. I only want

half an hour for myself. I want to yield the other half hour to
the gentleman from Connecticut.
. Mr. UNDERWOOD. We are trying to reach an agreement,
and I hope the gentleman will be reasonable about it. If we
can reach an agreement for four hours' general debate, two
hours and a half to be eontrolled by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PaY~e] and an hour and a half to be controlled by
myself, and that the gentlemen on that side of the House shall be
entitled to offer a substitute, and the previous question be ordered
and the bill voted on, I will ask unanimous consent for that.

Mr. FITZGERALD. And to consider the bill in the House as
in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to consider the bill in the House as in Committee of the Whole;
that there be four hours' general debate, two and one-half honrs
of it to be controlled by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Payxe], one and one-half hours to be controlled by myself; that
at the end of that time the previous question shall be ordered,
with the understanding that gentlemen on that side of the House
may offer a substitute, and that then the vote shall be taken.

.
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to suggest to the gentle-
man that if he would make it half an hour more on this side
I think we could reach an agreement, although that will discom-
mode some gentlemen who are very anxious to talk on the bill

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, with the understanding
that we are not to have any five-minute debate, four hours and
a half will carry it to 5 o'clock, and I will yield to the gentle-
man's wishes.

The SPEAKER. How much time does each side get?
Chair wants to know how to apportion the time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I ask unanimous consent that this bill
may be considered in th2 House as in Committee of the Whole;
that there shall be four hours and one-half general debate,
three hours to be controlled by the gentleman from New York,
one hour and a half by myself, and that at the end of that time
the gentlemen on that side of the House may have the privilege
of offering a substitute, and that then the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the substitute, and the bill
to its final passage.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that general debate shall continue not more than
four and a half hours; that three hours of that fime shall be
controlled by the gentleman from New York and an hour and a
half by himself; that at the end of the four hours and a half
the previous question shall be considered as ordered, and the
gentleman from New York shall have the privilege of offering
a substitute; and that the previous gquestion shall be ordered,
both on the bill and the substitute.

Mr. LENROOT. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I
want to say that if there is any Member on this side who desires
to offer an amendment I shall object, but I do not desire to
offer any.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. There can be no objection to cutting off
consideration under the five-minute rule.

Mr. LENROOT. No; and I shall not object if any Member
does not wish to offer an amendment.

Mr. MANN. I do not object, Mr. Speaker, simply because,
under the statement of the gentleman from Alabama, with the
majority of the House behind him, determined to cut off debate
on the bill, we can accomplish nothing by it, although I think
it is a very autocratic proposition.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
Chair hears none.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I will ask the gentleman
from New York to consume the greater portion of his time
because the time used on this side will probably all be used in
answering the arguments. I made a statement yesterday in
reference to the bill, and I have no further statement to make
at this time.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 50 minutes to the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. Hror].

Mr.'HILL. Mr. Speaker, when the Democratic cotton bill
was reported in the Ways and Means Committee——

Mr. PAYNE. If the gentleman from Connecticut will par-
- don me, I understand that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Manw] would like to address the House now, and if the gentle-
man from Connecticut will yield back his time I will yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. HILL. I am perfectly willing.

Mr. PAYNE. Then, Mr. Speaker, I will yield 30 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ManNN].

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I propose to make brief reference
to the legislative history of our country for the last half cen-
tury. That history may be divided into three distinctive
periods.

The first, consisting of 14 years, extended from March 4,
1861, to March 4, 1875, during which time, with the exception of
President Johnson, the Republicans were in control of the Gov-
ernment, including the House of Representatives. That period
was alive with great questions and filled with the legislative
solution of progressive policies of tremendous importance. The
Civil War was carried on and ended. S8lavery was abolished.
The Union was preserved. A tremendous army was disbanded
and returned to peaceful pursuits., The homestead law was
passed. The Depuartment of Agriculture was created. Agri-
cultural and industrial colleges were provided for by national
aid. Alaska was acquired. The return of specie payments was
provided for. The connection of the far east and the far
west by transcontinental railroads was Inaugurated and the de-
velopment of the great West commenced. The system of build-
ing up American industries by the aid of a protective tariff was
determined- upon and carried into effect.

In spite of the tremendous loss by war, the development of
the country was marvelous beyond prior conception.

The second period extends from March 4, 1875, to March 4,
1807—22 years. During that time the Democrats had control

The

[After a pause.] The

000,000; in 1910, $233,000,000.
$185,000,000; in 1910, $436,000,000.

of the House of Representatives all of the time, with the excep-
tion of three two-year terms. From March 4, 1881, to March 4,
1883, from March 4, 1889, to March 4, 1801, and from March 4,
1895, to March 4, 1807, the House was Republican, but during
the rest of the 22 years the House was Democratic. '

The third period extends from March 4, 1897, to March 4,
1911—14 years—during which time the Republicans were in
control both in the House and in the presidential office.

During these 14 years the gold financial standard was firmly
established; Cuba was freed; Hawaii, I'orto Rico, and other
insular possessions acquired; the Department of Commerce and
Labor was created; the Agricultural Department was developed
and expanded; the regulation of railroads ard interstate com-
merce was vitalized; the irrigation of arid lands by national
aid was provided for; the difficulties surrounding an isthmian
canal were removed, and the construction of the Panama
Canal was authorized and commenced ; the Navy was enlarged
and really recreated; the pure-food law was enacted; white
slavery was attacked by national legislation; a drastic meat-
inspection law was passed; the daily hours of labor on rail-
ways was restricted; the use of many safety appliances on rail-
roads was required; a general policy of national forests was
started; conservation of natural resources was made a domi-
nant issue; water-power sites and cecal and cther mineral lands
reserved from exploitation; the construction of dams and
bridges over ravigable waters was regulated by law; rural free
delivery of mail was provided for; an income-tax amendment
was submitted to the States, and such an impetus was given to
industrial development that the growth and expansion of ma-
terial prosperity during those 14 years has never been equaled
or approached in any other peried of the world’'s history. [Ap-
plause.]

Ti?)lée, for example, what was accomplisned iz one 10-year
period.

From the year 1900 to 1910, while the population of our
country inecreased from 76,000,000 to 92,000,000, the national
wealth increased from $88,000,000,000 to $137.000,000,000.

The “savings deposits increased from $2,389,000,000 to $4,-

070,000,000.
The postal receipts increased from $102,000,000 to $£224-

The expenditures for public schools increased from $200,-
000,000 to $401,000,000.

The -number of depositors in savings banks increased from
6,107,000 to 9,142,000.

The ecapital invested in manufactures increased from $8.-
978,000,000 to $18,237,000,000, the wages and salaries paid in
manufactnres increased from $2,590,000,000 to $4,353,000,000,
and the products of manufactures increased from $11,411,000,000
to $20,092,000,000, these figures not including neighborhood
industries or hand trades.

The materials consumed in manufactures increased from
$6,577,000,000 to $11,675,000,000, the number of employees from
5,079,000 to 7,390,000, and the primary horsepower used in-
creased from 10,098,000 to 19,065,000.

These are the figures of the census for the respective years
1000 and 1910, though as to manufactures they relate to the
years 1899 and 1909.

During the same period, from 1900 to 1910, the value of the
farm lands inereased from $13,000,000,000 to $28000,000,000.
The value of the farm buildings from $3,556,000,000 to $6,.-
204,000,000. The value of the farm implements and machinery
from $749,000,000 to $1,261,000,000.

The exports from our country increased from $1,370,000,000
to $2,049,600,000, and in the year ending June 30, 1912, the
manufactures exported from this country, not including food-
stuffs, amounted to the enormous sum of over one thousand
million doliars.

While from 1899 to 1900 the school population in the publie
graded and high schools increased only from 21917000 to
24,239,000, the expenses for public schools increased from
$200,154,000 to $401,397,000.

In 1900 the farm value of the corn produced in the country
was $751,000,000; in 1910 it was $1,523,000,000. The farm
value of the wheat produced in 1900 was $323,000,000; in 1910,
$621,000,000.

The farm value of oats produced in 1900 was $208,000,000;
in 1910, $384,000,000. The farm value of cotton produced in
1900 was $438,000,000; in 1910, $820,000,000. The farm value
of cotton seed increased from $77,000,000 during the 10 years to
$142,000,000.

The value of horses in 1900 was $603,000,000; in 1910, $2.-
276,000,000. The value of milch cows in 1900 was $514,000,000 ;
in 1910, $780,000,000. The value of sheep in 1900- was $122,-
The value of hiogs in 1900 was
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The total value of farm animals in 1900 was $2,228,000,000;
in 1910, $5,138,000,000.

The total value on the farm of farm productions in 1900 was
$5,017,000,000; in 1910, $8,926,000,000.

The total produetion of coal in 1900 was 240,000,000 long tons;
in 1910, 477,000,000.

The total produetion of pig iron in 1900 was 13,789,000 tons;
in 1910, 27,298,000 tons.

The production of petroleum in 1900 was 2,672 000,000 galions;
in 1910, 8,801,000,000 galloms.

Nothing so marvelous in increase of production and prosperity
was ever before known. The wise legisiation put upon the
statute books by the Republican Party, including the Dingley
tariff law, was largely responsible. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

We point with swelling pride to the policies adopted, the legis-
lation enacted, and the achievements consummated during the
two periods of Republican control; but who points with pride
to things accomplished during the 16 years that the Democrats
had charge of the House. Then, as now, they were engaged in
seeking to break down the governmental policies which pro-
duced prosperity, were carrying on useless and expensive in-
vestigations productive of no good, and generally engaged in a
program of faunltfinding.

The present Democratic majority In this House has now dis-
closed its intentions. It has advertised its purposes. It has
declared its will. It speaks for the Democratic Party through
its concrete acts, and that party is bound by those acts.

The Democrats have already passed four tariff bills through
this House at this session. A fifth is now proposed. They are
all free-trade or tariff-for-revenue-only bills. They all abandon
completely the theory of protection. The friends of the bills
admit this.

Those bills all lower the rates of duties on imported articles,
" but contemplate increased importations to produce the revenue.

The authors of these bills insist that the tariff rates fixed
in them are based solely upon the idea of producing revenue,
even though such rates will not equal the difference between
the actoal cost of production in this country and foreign
countries.

These bills, therefore, are intended to encourage importa-
tions, to give comfort and aid to foreign manufacturers, to
help pay the taxes in foreign lands, to give labor to foreign
workmen and help pay the wages of foreign laborers, to build
up and make thriving foreign communities, to aid in the con-
sumption of foreign raw materials, to do for foreign lands
what patriotic statesmen strive to do for their own country.
[Applause on the Republican side.] ,

The metal bill would increase our importations of foreign
ores, would add greatly to the quantity of manufactured
metals brought to us from foreign shores, and would deliver
the trade in our seacoast cities to the foreigners.

The chemical bill puts a tariff tax upon raw materials not
produced here, but coming from tropical countries, while at
the same time reducing the tariff on the manufactured finished
products in which such raw materials are used, thus cutting off
from our home manufacturer at both ends.

The sugar bill would drive out our own cane sugar, would
prevent the growth of our beet-sugar industry, and injure, if
not ruin, those now engaged in the production of raw sugar in
this country.

The wool bill would largely destroy sheep raising by us,
would make us dependent upon foreign lands for our wool in
time of peace, and might make us do without in time of war.
It would largely drive our woolen factories to foreign shores.

These Democratic tariff bills would add many new factories
in the lands of our foreign competitors, but not one in our own
country. [Applause on the Republican side.]

They would give employment to many additional people in
other lands, but to no one here.

They would send our money abroad to pay the wages of for-
eign workmen, but would bring despair to the hearts of those
seeking employment here,

They would add to wages paid abroad; they wonld add to
idle labor here; they would add to the growth of manufactur-
ing abroad and to the number of labor strikes here; they would
add happiness to the foreign laborer and cause notices of de-
crease of wages to the American laborer; they would open
mills over there and close mills here; they would bring a smile
of contentment abroad and a wail of despair here.

That they would for a time reduce prices I do not deny.
They would thereby destroy the small producer here, even if
the larger trusts and combinations were able to survive.

The reduction in prices would mean cutting off the profits
and cutting down the wages; wonld mean strikes and riots
and starvation and hell for the wage earner and his family,

destruction for the manufacturer, and damnation for the home in-
dustry, to be followed by a rise in prices for the benefit of the
trusts here and the foreign producers, “while many of our own
people would still be out of employment and without sufficient
means to buy at higher or lower prices. [Applause on the Re- .
publican side.]

I quote from Genesis:

Alt-u_i Jacob sod pottage: and Esau came from the field, and he was

And Esau sald to Jacoh, Feed me, I pray thee, with that same red
pott ; for I am faint: therefore was his name called Edom.
And Jacob said, Sell me this day tlt:lg birthright. ‘
e

And Esau said, Behold, I am at int to die: and what i
shall this birthright do to me? oo 825 R

Jacob sald, Swear to me this day; and he sware unto him: and
he sold his birthright unto Jacob. i

A Geink e Tows o ot Lol ol Jeatiion: Sl No i nat
Birthright.’ (Verses 29 1o 34, ch. XXV, Book of Genesis)® -7

Our birthright is the right to be industrious, the right to
labor, the right to produce, the right to have, the right to earn, ~
the right to live in comfort, the right to be happy, the right to
feed and clothe and shelter our wives and our children, the
right to consume what others produce, and the right to pro-
duce what others shall consume—the right to live and work on
the scale of American citizenship and civilization.

The Democratic Party would trade off this birthright of the
American people, this basic prineciple of permanent happiness
and success, for the mess of pottage of temporary cheaper
prices, caused by increasing importations of foreign goods.
Such statesmanship would eat the seed corn instead of plant-
ing it. [Applause on the Republican side.]

If Democratic vietory shall become assured and Democratic
policies be enacted into law, we will again walk through the
valley of the shadow of death, again learn the value and troubles
of painful economy, again experience the pangs of desperate
hunger, again witness the desolation of idle mills and silenced
machinery.

But, though temporary Democratic success may injure, it
can not destroy our land.

Though the clouds of fatuons Democratic policies may gather
thick and black, though despair may fill the air, though destruc-
tion may threaten farm and factory interests, miner and mag-
nate, the permanent resources of our country will remain. The
sun will still continue to shed its light and heat. The rich
fertility of the soil will still be there. The rains and the dews
will not stop. The wealth of minerals beneath the surface will
continue to invite the enterprige and ingenuity of man and urge
that they be made use of in providing the necessities, the com-
forts, and the luxuries of civilized life. The unused bounties
of nature will not vanish,

And reason will regain its throne. Hope will revive. Men
will again realize that no theories or policies of statecraft will
enable them to sell what they produce at high prices and to buy
what they consume at low prices; that the country at large
must be prosperous and busy if individuals shall thrive; that
factories and farms go hand in hand to success or to adversity;
that prosperous mills and mines are dependent each upon the
other ; that order and stability of law, policies, and business are
essential to the growth and maintenance of contented society,
happy homes, work for all, and a prosperous country.

And with this realization will come a renewed faith in the
Republican Party, its leaders, and its policies. [Applause on
the Republican side.] Confidence will be restored in the land;
the hearts of the people will swell. They will put forth renewed
effort.

The enterprise, the ingenuity, the inventive genius, the honest
toil of man will combine with the accumulated wealth of the
past and the unbounded plenteousness of the resources of na-
ture to again make the wheels of the machinery of industrial
prosperity hum and whir in the midst of a happy, a contented,
a busy, a well-paid, and a prosperous people, represented by a
Republican House and a Republican administration. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

The Republican Party—its memories are too sacred, its prin-
ciples are too righteous and too enduring, its achievements are
too inspiring and too lasting, its record is too grand, its need to
the country is too great, its leaderghip and its membership are
too patriotic and too filled with hope for the country for it to
be destroyed by the assaults of its enemies from without or
within, [Applause on the Republican side.] :

It will continue its organization and its work with renewed
vitality, with continued loyalty, the possessor of a noble past
and with a wonderful future of deeds to be accomplished lying
before it. e

It will not die. It will not cease. It will go on and on, with
heroic devotion to the principles of constitutional government
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and with continued faith that our right-thinking people will
maintain order and preserve equality and prosperity. [Loud
applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield one hour to the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Hiin]. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Curtey). The gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. HiLL] is recognized for one hour.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, when the cotton bill was considered
before the Committee on Ways and Means I offered a sub-
stitute for the Democratic proposition. Since that time there
has been some change in the phraseology but not in the rates
of the substitute. I will ask the pages to distribute among the
Members copies of the bill, which-I have brought up to date,
and my hope is that without many changes it may be finally
offered as a substitute for the Democratic bill. I am for the
improvement of this schedule. My reason for distributing the
substitute now is that I wish to refer to it and the Underwood
bill in the progress of the discussion.

Mr. Speaker, on August 22, 1911, the President of the United
States seut to the Congress a veto of a bill identical in every
vespect, except the dates, with the one now under consideration,

In that message he said:

The bill would not go Into effect, by its terms, until January 1 next,
and before that time a full report to be submitted to Congress by the
Tariff Board, based upon the most thorough investigation, will show
the comparative cost of all the elements of production in the manu-
facture of cotton in this and other countries. The Investigation by
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House did not cover the
facts showing this comparative cost, for the reason that the committee
was preparing a bill on a_tarifi-for-revenue hasis, and their view of a
Broper tariff was avowedly nt variance with the theory of protection.

ledged to support a policy of moderate prﬂtectlon, I can not approve
ch violates its principle. o

When the reports of the Tariff Board upon these schedules are re-
celved, the duties which should be imposed can be determined upon
nstly and with intclligent appreciation of the effect that they will

ave both upon indus and upon revenue. Very likely some of the
changes in this bill will prove desirable and some fto be undesirable.
So far as they turn cut fo be just and ressonable I shall be glad to
approve them, but at present the proposed legislation appears to be all
a matter of guesswork. The important thini is.to ﬁet our tariff legls-
lation out of the slo of guesswork and logrolling and ex parte
statements of interest reons and to establish that legislation on
the basis of tested and determined facts, to which shall be applied,
fairly and openly, whatever tarilf prl.ncip’le the people of the country
choose to adopt.

On March 28, 1912, the President sent to Congress another
message, from which I quote:

In several messages to Congress I have expressed my wish for a

revision of the present tariff schedule by schedule when justified by

an adequate knowledge of facts regarding each industry, as shown
by an impartial and uon&a.rum inqulrgi In order to gecure such an
impartial Inqui into e facts I established, under the authori

vested in me by law, a Tariff Board of five members. On December 20,
1911, 1 transmitted to the Congress a report of the board on Schedule
K (wool and manufactures of). The board was unanimous in its find-
ings of fact, and on the Dbasis of these findings I recommended a ‘re-

vision of that schedule.
rt of the Tarlf Board on Bchedule I (cotton

I now transmit & re
manufactures). also, the board is unanimous in its
that the Con-

In this re&fbrt,

findings. On the basls of the report 1 now recomm
gress proceed to a consideration of this schedule, with a view to its
revision and a reduction of its rates.

I base this recommendation on the declaration of the platform on
which I was elected—that a r ble protective tariff should be ad-
justed to the differenee in cost of production at home and abroad.

Reviewing the work of the board on this schedule, he closed
as follows:

These matters are set forth fully in the report of the board, which
presents in impartial manner the necessary facts on which an intelli-
gent revision of thiy schedule can be based. E

I therefore recommend that the Congress proceed to such a revision
without delay.

Loyalty to a Republican administration, to the platform of
my party, and to the constituency which sent me here seemed
to demand that at least a thorough study of the report should
be made, for the investigation had been an exhaustive one and
had cost a large amount of time and money. Feeling my own
unfitness for the work, I called to my assistance several of the
experts who had conducted the investigation, and after many
weary days of careful study a new Schedule I was constructed,
which, if the report of the Tariff Board as to American costs is
correct, is protective in every item and yet is in strict accord
with the Republican platform as to the elimination of excessive
duties, while still preserving the security against foreign compe-
tion to which American producers and wageworkers are entitled.

GUESSWORK OF TARIFF MAKING.

It is no light task to adjus{ the rates of a tariff schedule to
the basic facts of a great industry like this. It is far easier
to guess at them, as our Democratic friends have done, their
only object being to guess, first, as to the amount of money
needed to meet expenditures not yet incurred, and, second, to
guess again as to the rates which will be most productive on
importations, the amount of which must also be the subject of
further guessing,

a measure w,

In such a task the first thought 6f a Republican must be the
preservation and encouragement of the competing domestic in-
dustry, the maintenance of the home standard of living, and the
ggalt& of wages which a distinctively American civilization de-

ands.

The first thought of a Demoecrat who honestly believes in the
modern idea of a tariff for revenue only must be to encourage
foreign purchases by domestic consumers and to tax the im-
ported articles up to the point of the greatest revenue, but
always below the point where the added cost will give to the
home producer the chance of successful competition. It was
on this basis that this Democratic cotton bill was framed, as
shown by the chairman of the committee, when in response to
the question of Mr. Hixps, of Maine, whether this bill “left
out entirely the principle of protection,” Mr. UNDEEWOOD re-
plied, “Absolutely, so far as my knowledge is concerned.” The
facts since ascertained and agreed to and certified in writing
by the cotton manufacturers from the Northern and Southern
States alike show beyond the possibility of impeachment that
in some of the rates of the Democratic bill excessive, ineffective,
and uselessly protective duties are found, and in others duties
80 low as to compel the transfer of portions of the industry to
foreign countries.

It is the bud, the flower, and the full fruition of the guess-
work process of tariff making, the wonder being that any of the
guesses of 1911 are even partially sustained by the facts of 1912,

THE SUBSTITUTE BILL.

The bill which was offered in committee as a substitute for
the Democratic cotton schedule revision is a protective measure
in every item of it, as will be easily seen by examination of the
report of the Tariff Board. It is based upon the bedrock foun-
dation of American costs, and as evidence of the accuracy with
which these were taken I submit the following statement of Mr.
H. C. Emery, chairman of the board. written in response to my
Inguiry concerning the methods employed :

THE TARIFF BOARD,
Treasury Building, Washington, May 25, 1912.
Hon. Epexuzer J. HILL,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

My DmEar Me. HILL: Referrlng to your questions In conm
with Mr. Cowgill regarding the accuracy of the cost fi ri;a 51“0’:
cotton report and your request that a statement be e in writing,
I to say that in all instances where reports were obtained from
cotton-manufacturing companies the results of our cost extensions
were carefully examined by the officers of the mill before the re?ort
was fo! to the Tariff Board. This examination was complete,
and went into each detall of the extensions rather than merely to have
the officers sign their names without making a close examination.
The cost-extension flgures were carefully compared with the cost ex-
tension made by the mills, and all the reports forwarded to the board
were by the officers of the compani and representatives of the
board to be correet. As to the accuracy of these extensions, I wish to
state that the total expenditures of the company were careful
checked to with the flgures published in tE:lr annual ﬂmwcig
statement. sing these sums as a basis, we then made up our own
cost statement according to our own methods, which we befiev'e to be
afcé’orélée and not merely the accepting of the company’s own estimates
0

In one instance a company was doing an §$8,000,000 annual -
ness; after the costs had been extended for sth.ls company nndm%gia
total number of yards of each kin oods multiplied by the cost

gures checked within $8.33

d of
B 0LAT homm B e teort, Sl
0 amount of money expen company in
ture during the year for whic% the costs w?ere taken. p IJtlli.mn:nttl:.eal!1 ?:::g:
by the same method, the varlation amounted to $332. The greatest
variation in any of the reports was in the case of a company doing a
$2,000,000 annual business where, by multiplylng the number of yards
produced by the cost per yard ascertained by us, the difference amounted
tdgc 3,&00.1 But this difference would not affect the costs in the sixth
mal place.

In every case the companies agreed, after a careful examination, that
our costs were cbrrect, and in some few cases the mills have adopted
our cost extensions in toto, while In others our system of extensions
have been adopted at least in part.

These facts I belleve fully justif,
accurate costs possible have béen obt

Very truly, yours,

e:a_he statement that the most

HENRY C. EMERY, Chairman.

In view of that letter and the facts stated therein, any claim
that the cost figures are not correct must necessarily be an im-
peachment not only of the experts who took them from the
mill books, but of the books, the mill managers who reviewed
and signed the statements, and indeed of everybody and every-
thing except the one-year-old guesses of the Democratic mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee,

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman is speaking of the cot-

Mr. HILL. I would be glad to, but I have not the time.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman read Mr. McRae's
analysis of the wool report?
Mr. UILL. Yes. I can not yield now. I asked for an hour
and a half with the expectation of answering questions, but I
could not get it.
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A COTTON SCHEDULE ONLY. :

As the substitute is drawn it is a cotton schedule relating to
articles composed wholly or in chief value of cotton, the words
‘“or other vegetable fiber” being siricken out of it wherever
found, thus sending articles composed in chief value of linen to
the linen schedule, where they naturally belong, and bringing
back to the cotton schedule sundry manufactures of cotton,
which have nested for years in other schedules at higher rates
of duty than the facts justified. The easiest possible way to
change a tariff rate without seeming to do it is by a change
of classification or by cutting out specific mention of the article
and letting it fall innocently into a basket clause.

In my judgment a schedule of taxation should always be so
plain that he who pays may read and know how much and for
what the payment is made.

AD VYALOREM DUTIES.

But it is said that the rates are ad valorem. That is true,
and made so intentionally. If it is wrong, then every Repub-
lican who voted for the wool bill a few days ago is wrong, and
every Iepublican who voted for the Payne or Dingley wool
schedules is wrong, for every fabric-conversion duty in all of
those schedules is an ad valorem duty and the only specifics are
the direet and compensatory wool duties. In the cotton sched-
ule there is no duty on the raw material, and hence no need
for compensatory specifics. £

On page 18 of the wool report, the board says:

It is probably impracticable to adopt a purely specific system of
duties on woven fabrics. No feasible scheme of classifying and de-
seribing fabries in terms corresponding to differences in conversion cost
has yet been worked out.

On pages 65 to 75 of the cotton report, this question is ex-
haustively discussed and the consensus of the argument is over-
whelming in favor of ad valorem rates as against the present
Iaw system.

On page 73 the board says:

So far as the motive for undervaluation is concerned, it is more

werful under the scheme adopted in the present law than it would
gg under a straight ad valorem tariff."

On page 74 they say:

A system which puts a specific rate on an ad valorem basis seems to
combine the evils of both systems.

As further testimony on this point, I quote from an opinion
given three years ago by a member of the New York Board of
Appraisers. He says: r

1t is respectfully urged upon the committee that lines of demarca-
tion dependent on value as in this ease should be eliminated so far
as possible from the tariff act. 'The fact that a few cents increase In
the value of commodities raises the amount of the duty levied 125 to
150 per cent, as sometimes occurs in this paragraph, is a great incentive
to fraud. In such cases the unscrupulous merchant enjoys an extraor-
dinary advantage over the scrupulous one, The incentive to under-
value is so great and the difficulty of precise ascertainment of the
actual market In these goods which constantly fluctuates, render satis-
factory and just adminlstration almost impossible.

This view was also confirmed by another member of the,

board of appraisers a few days ago when the substitute bill was
submitted to him for suggestions both as to plan and rates, in a
conference of several hours' duration.
Other eminent authorities might also be cited along the same
line, but it would seem to be unnecessary.
CLASSIFICATION.

It is claimed also that the substitute bill changes the present
system of classification. That is true and such a change is
made absolutely necessary by the surprising statements of the
Tariff Board concerning the weaving and finishing branches of
the industry. Three years ago reputable men represented to
the committee that an inerease of duty of one-fortieth of a cent
per number was needed on yarns and 1 cent per yard on all
cloths, beeause of the excess cost of mercerizing here over the
cost of like processes abroad. I have not the slightest doubt but
that they honestly believed that this was true. As one of the
committee, I accepted it as true then, and cheerfully voted for
the additional duty. DBut it is now proven beyond dispute that in
1911, not only was there no excess in cost here, but that, taking
all finishing costs of bleaching, dyeing, printing, and merceriz-
ing on an average of all, the American cost was only about 80
per cent of that ofour English competitors. The subject is dis-
cussed on pages 496 to 518, and the tabulated comparison of the
respective charges in England and the United States will be
found on page 502 of the report. Even if some slight variations
should be found in the accuracy of a conclusion reached by
taking an average cost, the differences wonld be fully met by
the application of the regular ad valorem to the increased value
of the cloths and yarns, because of the finishing processes.

It inevitably follows, therefore, that the classification by
which cotton cloths receive cumulative duties under the pres-
ent law should be changed, and the same thing is much more
true of the Demoecratie bill, in which 5 per cent additional

duty for finishing processes was provided last year and de-
fended in the majority report. In the report of the Democratic
majority this year, on page 25, they say (Rept. No. 829, 62d
Cong., 2d sess.) :

The conclusions, therefore, to be drawn from the hoard’

the processes of finishin including mercerizing and dye[:g,“ila‘;d{bg{
no duty whatever is called for with respect to these processes in
manufacture, and that such duty as may be imposed in that connec-
tion will be of service merely from the standpoint of revenue and
might as well be discarded entirely, unless it be desired to impose a
revenue duty upon goods which have been subjected to these particu-

lar processes.

In other words, they acknowledge the mistake in their classi-
fication guess of last year and now continue it under the pre-
tense of a revenue duty, knowing full well that it is pro-
hibitive and will not bring the revenue caleulated in their last
year’s estimates. Would it not be far better for both sides of
the House and the country if we should all manfully acknowl-
edge that we were all mistaken in some of these things and
make rates now based on the facts as the Tariff Board have
given them to us?

AUTOMATIC LOOMS.

There is, however, another and far more important fact which
absolutely controls the question of eclassification and wholly
nullifies all former tariff legislation in this respect, and that
is the automatic loom. I do not see how it could have been pos-
sible to have made classifications of plain woven cloths, based on
fineness of yarns or number of threads to the ineh, if the Congress
h_nd ever before had the knowledge which the Tariff Board has
given to us with reference to this matter. It will be seen at
once, by reference to pages 490 to 485 of the board report, that
one of the determining factors of the difference in cost hetween
Europe and the United States as to plain woven cotton goods
is the use here of the automatic loom and the inability to use
it in Europs. Take, for example, the bleached domestic No.
12 in the board’s list of 100 samples, and it will be found that
the number of looms tended by a single weaver on this fabrie
runs from 14 to 28, and that the product per hour of each
weaver is from 64 to 101 yards, whereas the English weaver
on the same fabrie, operates 4 looms with a product of 18
yards per hour. Take the ordinary calico No. 41; the number
of aufomatic looms tended by a single weaver in this country
is 14 to 20, with a product per hour of 102 yards, whereas the
English weaver tends 4 plain looms, with a product per hour
of 24 yards. Take No. 76, an outing flannel; the weaver in
the United States tends 12 to 20 looms, with an hourly produet
of from 60 to 80 yards, against the weaver of England, tending
4 plain looms, with an hourly product of 24 yards.

The summary of this statement shows that the production
per weaver per hour on 29 of the 31 different kinds of cloths
exemplified was very much greater in the United States than
in England, reaching in some instances to five times as much,
and the board states that the reason for this is the number of
looms attended per weaver.

Now, when you add to this statement the fact that at the
date of this report there were only between five and six thou-
sand automatic looms in Lancashire out of a total of 741,000,
and that in all Great Britain there were about 10,000 auto-
matic looms, as against approximately 220,000 in the United
States, it becomes manifest immediately that all classifiea-
tions heretofore made on any other basis than that of loom
production are completely nullified by this astounding fact, for
the manufacture of plain woven cloth under these conditions
is absolutely determined by the unit cost rather than by the
wages paid to the individoal.

The classification in this substitute bill, therefore, has been
made first on the basis of plain woven goods in which the
automatic loom ig used in this country. Second, fancy woven
goods produced on the plain looms with sundry mechanical
attachments, where it is impossible for the weaver to attend to
many of them, and hence where a much less production is
secured than with automatics. As, for example, in No. 26,
a checked lawn, where the report shows that on what is styled
the dobby loom, the American weaver will tend from 8 to 12
machines and produce from 29 to 86 yards per hour, while
the English weaver is not allowed to attend but 4 machines
and produces but 14 yards per hour. This is one of a number
of similar devices, but iIn all of them the number of looms
attended and the product per hour is considerably in favor of
the American weaver.

The third classification is the Jaequard loom, where the num-
ber of looms tended and the product in both countries is praeti-
cally alike, and where because of this the marked difference
in wages in the two countries necessitates a high protective duty.

The fourth classification is tapestries and pile fabrics, the
production of which is also distizetly affected by the difference
in the wage cost )
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On page 11, synopsis of the report, the board say:

Where automatic lcoms can be used a single weaver commonly tends
_ 20 looms, and sometimes as many as 28, he result is that whereas
the cutput per spinner per hour in England is probably as great or
greater than in this country the output per weaver per hour is, upon
a large class of plain goods, less, and in the case where antomatic looms
E‘a]; used in this country and plain looms in England it is very much

It is manifest, therefore, that the determining factor in
classifying fabrics is the style of weaving and not th~ fineness
of the material used or the number of threads to the inch, and
I do not see how it is possible for anyone who has read the
report, even in the most easual way, to come to any other con-
clusion.

Indeed, the merest glance at the present law will justify
the change.

Distinction between plain woven and other weaves, with a
demarecation of weight per yard, is found in paragraph 357 of
the linen schedule. In 323 of the cotton schedule fancy weav-
ing is used as a reason for a cumulative duty of 1 and 2 cents
per yard. In the silk schedule an arbitrary ad valorem limit of
duty is fixed for fabrics made on Jacquard looms, and in para-
graph 326 of the present cotton schedule, as in this substitute
bill. all upholstered goods weighing over 6 ounces per yard
woven on Jacquard looms carry a straight ad valorem duty.

If the rule of weight and style of weave is good for the
present law, why is it not equally good for the substitute?

The cold facts in the case are that the distinetion between
plain and faney weaves in part provided for in paragraph
323 by cumnulative duties is duplicated in the classification by
values in the countable paragraphs of the present law. A like
duplication was stricken out in 1909 by an amendment in com-
mitiee offered by the chairman, Mr. Payxe. It was put back
again in the Senate. I have no comments to make on it now.
This classification again strikes out the duplication, and it
onght never to go back again.

3 METHODS OF COMPARISON,

In the report on the wool schedule, comparisons between this
and other countries were made on the basis of the difference in
the cost of production, what the board terms the difference in
conversion cost. In the cotton report a different method was
generally used, although in yarns and to some extent in knit
goods actual costs were secured. Speaking generally, however,
the method used with regard to cotton cloths was, in the first
place, to secure with an accuracy which, in my judgment, has
never hefore been equaled in this country the actual American
costs of production whieh, as I have shown by the letter of
Chairman Emery, have been ngreed to and certified after com-
pletion by the manufacturers themselves over their own signa-
tures. They go into the most minute details, and are carried
from the original material straight through to the finished arti-
cles in the hands of the ultimate consumer, so far as the 100
samples are concerned, out of a total of 1,268 standard ecloths
analyzed and reported upon by the board. The 100 samples
so selected may be construed as fairly typical of the American
production of cotton fabrics. They are followed through every
process of manufacture, and photographic copies of the fabrics
will be found in the report. For 91 of these samples the figures
are complete, and I have them tabulated as follows:

1. List of 40 samples, where the American selling price is less
than the English selling price without any duty.

2. List of 26 other samples, where the American cost plus the
selling expense is less than the English selling price without
any duty.

3. List of 17 other samples, where the American cost plus
selling expense is less than the English selling price plus the
duty proposed in the substitute bill.

4. List of eight samples, where the American cost plus sell-
ing expense is more than the English selling price plus the pro-
posed duties in the substitute bill.

Averaging the costs of the American and foreign selling
prices in each table I find /the following: That on the goods
named in class 1 they are reporfed to carry an average profit
of 13.2 per cent, and that even then the American selling price
is 20.3 per cent less in this country than 'the English selling
price of like goods by the English mills in England. This class
consists very largely of fabrics made upon the automatic loom.
Is it not perfectly manifest that the selling price of the cloths
in this class is not in any way affected by the existing tariff
laws, but that domestic competition alone controls them, and
that the American consumer pays no increased price whatever
because of the tariff?

Class 2, a higher grade of fabrics, shows an average margin
between the American cost plus selling expense and the -Ameri-
can selling price of 36.2 per cent; but it also shows that the
margin between the American cost plus selling expense and the
English selling price without any duty is but 16.8 per cent,

which indicates in a general way that these cloths are affected
by the existing tariff law,

* Class 3 shows that the margin between the American cost plus
selling expense and the English selling price plus the proposed
duty in the substitute bill is only 14.2 per cent, which, in a gen-
eral way, indicates that it would be impossible for the American
manufacturer to compete with his foreign competitor on the
fabries named in this list uniess protected by duties as high as
those preseribed in the substitute bill

Class 4 is a list of exceptional cases, which, after muech trouble
and reinvestigation, were found in every case to furnish good
and sufficient reasons why they might be considered exceptional,
as, for example, where the articles compared here and abroad
had differences in the texture and where in some cases the
materials for the cloth manufacture had been taken from sub-
sidiary concerns, and where one or more profits had been taken
before the finished fabric was estimated upon. I am well aware
that an average cost and an average selling price taken in this
way only gives an indication of the general condition of an in-
dustry, and that here and there there may be an item which
can not and ought not to be treated on the basis of a general
average, and it has been a task of exceeding difficulty to adjust
the rates in the substitute bill in such a way as to cover every
case. On the face of the reports made by the Tariff Board
and on the basis of the Chicago platform of 1908, no man can
justify a duty of 5 per cent, which I have put on duck and
unbleached sheetings, selling, as they are to-day, far below the
prices which our competitors fix upon their products, but there
are good and substantial reasons why every one of these prod-
ucts should bear a duty. In the first place, it is manifest by
the report, as shown by the general summary of yarn costs,
that it is not possible for the American manufacturer to make
cotton yarns now as cheaply as his English competitor, and a
small duty is needed in order to secure this market to our own
producers. That we do have it practically now is shown by the
fact that the importations are only about four tenths of 1 per
cent of the domestic consumption and that exports are exceed-
ingly small, amounting only to about $600,000 in 1911,

The difference in the conversion cost of yarn between the
United States and England will be found on page 423 of the
report. In figuring the rates of duty 10 per cent was added to
the English cost to make the English export selling price, and
the average found for yarns below No. 40 was 5.7 per cent.
The American manufacturer was given the benefit of the doubt
and the rate fixed at T4 per cent.

The average for yarns from No. 50 to No. 70, inclusive, is
shown to be 8% per cent, and the rate fixed in the substitute bill
is made 10 per cent.

Exceeding No. 80 the rate is fixed at 15 per cent.

These duties are in excess of the present difference in the
cost of their production.

With this excess of duty fixed upon yarns it is only fair to the
smaller manufacturers of this country, who buy their yarns
and weave and finish only, that an equivalent or compensatory
duty should be placed upon the cloth, and this alone would
justify a small duty on the heavier and coarser products which
are covered by the classification of not more than 5 square yards
to the pound.

In the second place the selling prices on the goods named in
all of these classes were taken in 1911, when the cotton industry
was laboring under a marked depression, as is shown by the
fact that the three calicoes named in class 1 were sold at about
10 per cent less than cost.

A third reason why a duty should be placed upon these
produets is the uncertainty of trade-union conditions both in
this country and in England. Here no restriction is placed by
the trade-unions on the number of automatic looms which a
weaver may tend. In England the limit is four, but as Amer-
ican competition on many of these products becomes sharper
and sharper in Canada, China, and other meutral territory, it
is by no means impossible that these restrictions may be re-
moved. That a material difference, however, will always exist
in' this respect can be inferred from the following quotation
from page 494 of the Tariff Board report:

The automatic loom costs about two and one-half times the ordinary
plain loom, and this has deterred many English mills already equipped
with plain looms from adopting them. Ag{nin. English mills do not
run such a large number of looms on a single-standard fabric as do
American mills, and the automatic loom has not been found so suitable
as plain looms for the varied Lancashire trade in dhoties and other
fancies. Furthermore, the automatie looM requires stronger and better
warp yarn than the plain loom, for the breakage of a single warp thread
stops the loom. The American mills use strong ring-spun warp yarns,
while a large portion of the English mills, producing mainly for the
poorer classes of the Orient and other regions, have to size heavily to
make goods cheap enough, and they ordinarily use a much lower grade
of yarn than would American mills for fabrics that pass under the

same trade name. The warp yarns used in the bulk of English cloths
are mule spun, and since they are soft twisted to enable them to take
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uﬂ) a larger amount of sizing and to give the reguired feel to the cloth,
they are not so suolted to the automatic loom as are the stronger
American yarns. !

A fourth reason why a duty should be placed upon them is
that already, since these figures of costs and selling prices were
taken, there has been a general advance in wages in the cotton
industry throughout the United States of about 15 per cent,
which of itself would be equivalent to an increase of cost of
about 5 per cent on the finished fabrie.

A fifth and last reason is Japanese competition. Personally
I do not think it is serious at the present time because of the
low grade of the product of the Japanese millg, due to their
inexperience in the use of machinery and the inferior character
of much of the material used. Japanese competition, however,
as I know from personal observation, is a cloud on our western
horizon which it is well worth our while to watch.

I desire now to call your attention to the rates in the Under-
wood bill, now pending before the House.

Since the substitute bill which I offered in the Ways and
Means Committee was voted down and the Democratic bill was
reported out favorably, the two great national parties have made
new tariff declarations. Are these bills in accord with them?
Let us go right to the foundation of the industry as shown by
the difference in cost of production of yarns between England
and the United States, found on page 423 of the Tariff Board
report. I will insert a table showing the difference in cost on
each of three warp yarns and five filling yarns there given and the
duties under the present law, the Underwood, and substitute bills;

Yarn duties compared per pound.

Amer- | Eng- Pras- |Under- | Substi-
Yamn number. ican llsg ];;ﬂcf' entlaw | wood %ﬂf
cost. | cost. * | duty. | duty.
duty.
4

Cents. | Cents. | Cents. | Cents.
2.13 0.05 2.52 1.89
3.09 .08 3.25 2.44
3.27 .10 3.47 3.47
1.28 .05 2.52 1.89
2.01 .08 3.24 2.43
2.82 .10 3.46 3.45
3.39 «12 5.69 3.79
4.17 4| el 4.08
et Bt ont e (= 22.16 72| 30.28| 23.45
ANREARe: Lol ST e s, A ek 2.7 3.78 2.93

Norr.—Duties figured on 10 per cent additional to English mill cost.
Underwood duties average 36 per cent in excess of difference in cost.
Substitute bill duties average 5 per cent in excess of difference in cost.
Present law duties average 225 per cent in excess of difference in cost.

It appears that all show an average excess over and above
the entire difference in cost in the present law by 225 per cent,
in the substitute bill by 5 per cent, and in the Underwood so-
called revenue bill by 36 per cent.

Mr. KITCHIN. Right there, may I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr., HILL, I can not yield. I have not the time.

Now, I do not care whether these yarns are the staple product
of the East or the West, the North or the South, but what I do
claim is that the Underwood bill covers 'in its yarn duties 1he
entire difference in cost of production, including conversion
cost and raw material as well, on every one of these items by
an excess of from 5 per cent to 97 per cent, and averaging 36
per cent, and that such duties are in no sense whatever for
revenue only, but are positively prohibitory in their character
and flatly in violation of the Democratic platform, and if this
policy is to prevail in regard to one part of the cotton in-
dustry it should be carried straight through the bill and take
in knit goods, and reach out to aii of the other schedules of
the tariff law.

1f the tariff is to be reformed, let it be done on national and
not on sectional.lines. For one, I am not yet ready to make
tariff rates for the avowed purpose of transferring industries
from one part of the country to another, as indicated by one
gentleman in the debate on this bill last summer, when he
said, “We in the South intend to make New England mill
owners come and put their mills in the South or else go out of
business.”

If we have sinned heretofore in ignorance, that is no excuse
for sinning now against the light and knowledge which the
Tariff Board has given us concerning the cotton and woolen
schednles, and if we are to have an excess of 36 per cent over
and above the difference in cost on low numbers of cotton yarns
and far more than that on plain woven cotton fabrics, I want
to see like rates of duty written into the farmers free-list bill,
the metal, chemieal, and woolen schedules, and it does not make
the slightest difference to me whether it is done under the name
of a revenue, a protective, or a prohibitory tariff.

When Schedule K was under consideration we heard much
from our Democratic friends of the claim that the ad valorem

equivalents of duties found therein were in some cases higher
on the fabrics used by the majority of the people than on those
which were ordinarily purchased by the rich or well-to-do.
Whatever there is to that claim is due to the specific doty
placed upon the raw material.

In the cotton schedule there is no duty on the raw material,
and I desire now to reverse the situation and show to our
Democratic friends precisely what they have done with refer-
ence to white goods and calicoes, which are the fabrics from
which very much of the clothing of the great mass of the
people of this country is made.

Sample No. 41, an American-made calico, sold in 1911 at
wholesale at 4.11 cents per yard, as against an English selling
price of 5.09 cents, or 23.8 per cent l:ss than the Englishman
was selling it for. That fabric carries in the substitute bill a
duty of 10 per cent, but in the Underwood bill a duty of 20
per cent.,

If the tariff is a tax added in all cases as they claimed
in the discussion on the wool schedule during the extra session,
do our Democratic friends intend by continuing their dnty of
20 per cent, which was proposed last summer, to increase the
cost of clothing to the poor people of this country beyond the
point indicated by the report of the Tariff Board as fair and
reasonable? Why will they not frankly acknowledge their mis-
take and at least accept the provisions of the substitute bill?

Take sample No. 5 of unbleached sheeting, In 1911 this
article was sold by the American mills at 7 cents a yard, and
at that price showed a profit of 7.3 per cent. The like article
in England sold at 8.14 cents per yard, 16 per cent higher than
it did in this country. The Underwood bill bears a duty of
15 Fer cent on this fabric; the substitute bill a duty of 5 per
cent.

Why do our Democratic friends insist on continuing their
mistake of the last session and thus, if their theories are cor-
rect, adding to the cost of the articles made from this fabrie
for the use of our own people? Fifteen per cent is a prohibitive
duty. What is the reason that they insist upon it% It will
bring no revenue.

Take sample No. 1 of unbleached duck. The Underwood rate
is 15 per cent; the rate in the substitute bill is 5 per cent. The
American selling price last year was 12.97 cents per yard; the
English selling price of the same article was 17.1 cents per yard.
They will get no revenue from it, or none that will amount to
anything, for the whole business of manufacturing duck is
practically controlled by a trust, and the entire revenue received
in 1910 was only $33,195 on this whole line of fabrics.

But why go into further details in regard to these cases?
The figures in the report show for themselves, and nowhere
more strikingly than in the statement of imports and exports
of these plain woven fabries for the year 1911. Last year we
imported 4,180,906 yards of unbleached cotton goods and ex-
ported 165,418,000 yards. We imported of bleached cotton goods
14,266,228 yards and exported 27,419,000 yards. We imported

‘of colored goods, and so-forth, 37,141,426 yards and exported

153,753,000 yards, a total importation of 55,516,561 yards and
a total exportation of 346,500,000 yards.

Imports from United Btates into Canada.

Yards.
Unbleached. o —— 1, 495, 361
Bleached__- e Sy DT0; 218
Colored— T, 043, 064
Total 11, 208, 640

Imports from United States into Great Britain,

Yards.
Unbleached 1, 100, 000
BlaNchad e 764, 012
Colored » 225, 527
Total 3, 000, 439
Duty from United States 324 per cent; from Great Britain,

25 per cent.

Under these circumstances is it not trifling with well-estab-
lished facts—facts fully admitted in the report of the Demo-
cratic majority on this bill—when that majority claim that the
excessive duties which they have thus fixed on these plain
woven fabrics are for revenue purposes, knowing as they do
that these fabrics are practically noncompetitive in this market,
and that whether the rates are raised or lowered will in no
way affect the importations, and that their estimates of In-
creased revenue are thus wholly invalidated and made of no
account?

A year ago, without the facts now shown by the Tariff Board
before them, the Democratic Party offered their cotton bill, and
claimed that more than $200,000,000 was annually added to the
cost of domestic cotton manufactures by reason of the tariff.
and that by their reduction of rates and increased importations
to the amount of $11,000,000 worth because of it they would
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save $88,000,000 to the people annually and only lose about
two millions of net revenue.

Now, the total production of cotton cloth in 1910 was
$428,203,850. As we imported only 1.79 per cent of that amount
and exported 3.18 per cent, the consumption of the American
people for 1910 must have been the total production legs the
surplus exports, making an actual consumption of $422,251,817.
If the respective importations of plain woven antl_ figured
cloths given by tariff bulletin No. 5 from Charlotte, N. C., are
a fair indication of consumption, more than 50 per cent of our
cloth production is plain woven.

As is now shown by the Tariff Board, the American average
selling price of these cloths is 20 per cent below the average
selling price of our nearest competitor, and this is practically
admitted in the report of the Democratic majority. If !;hat is
so, and I believe it is, instead of a hypothetical increase in cost
of $200,000,000 on the domestic product because of the present
tariff, there is a real, demonstrable, actual saving of more than
$60,000,000 annually to our people as the direct result of the
domestic competition which has come as the natural result of
the development of this great industry under the Republican
system of protection. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Now, if this country could have a guaranty that this tremen-
dous saving under the protective system would not be imperiled
by the combination and consolidation of the industry and the
elimination of home competition, there would not be the slight-
est necessity for the reduction of rates to the basis of the facts
as found by the Tariff Board, but these combinations and con-
solidations have already begun, in the Northern and Southern
States alike, if the reports in the daily press are correct. It is
true that the industry is widely scattered and the raw material
for it difficult to be controlled, but it is no more so than the
meat and tobacco, the sugar and steel, and combinations in
these trades have been successfully made. In no one of them
has the killing of domestic competition and the control of the
price of the raw material and finished product offered so great
a return as the cotton industry would give. In the face of the
facts shown by the Tariff Board the political party, either Re-
publican or Demoecratie, which ignores the sitnation and per-
mits the possibility of a monopolizing of this great industry
by the retention of excessive and nnnecessary duties and a
consequent increase of the cost of cheap clothing for the masses
of our people, will receive and deserve the censure of the people,
whether it is done under the specious plea of a tariff for reve-
nue only by the Democratic Party, or by nonaction by the Re-
publican Party. Neither party can complete legislation now,
but neither party can shake off the responsibility of impeach-
ment of the facts or else adjusting legislation to them.

The trouble with the Democratic cotton bill is that it is like a
last-year's bird's nest, which was a misfit when it was made
and is a misfit now, besides being badly battered by a hard
winter's storm of facts.

The bill is wrong at both ends—high enough at the beginning
to breed combinations and low enough at the end to destroy the
knit-goods industry and drive it out of this country, which
would be an abject surrender to Germany.

On plushes and velvets, bought and used by the well to do,
the Underwood bill puts the same duty as on the plain woven
Sunday dress cloth of the working girl.

On full-fashioned hosiery the Underwood rate is 45 per cent.

If Members will turn to page 615 of the board report, they
will find comparisons with the corresponding German product,
showing an average difference of 58 per cent, and the only
excuse I have to offer for the low rates of 55 and 60 per cent
in the substitute bill is the reduction in the duties on the yarns
from which they are made. On knit underwear the Underwood
rate is a straight 30 per cent. In the substitute bill a graded
rate of 20, 30, 40, and 45 per cent.

On men’s and boys’ gloves the Underwood rate is 35 per cent,
and in the substitute bill 50 per cent.

Now, there is not the slightest doubt but that with refer-
ence to all of these knit goods the Underwood bill can properly
be called a bill for revenue only, for it will insure a large rev-
enue immediately and a constantly increasing one year by year
as the industry gradually dies out in this country.

But why go further into the details of this guesswork Demo-
cratic cotton schedule called a tariff for revenue only?

The sum and substance of it is: High duties and no revenue
from the cloth fabrics used by the poor; on the knit fabrics
used by the rich, low duties, large revenue, and a young and
growing industry strangled.

Indeed, thus far in this Congress the whole Democratic tar-
iff legislation has been a hideous, economic farce. The free-list
bill of the extra session was a flat violation of every theory
which the party ever held and a repudiation of every promise
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made to the American people. It did not give one cent of rev-
enue to the Treasury, but it stripped every particle of protec-
tion from nearly $3,000,000,000 worth of American products.
That was a sectional tariff for politics only, and for all time to
come will hold a unique place in American history as a monu-
mental specimen of class legislation. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

The extra-session attempts to revise the metal and chemical
schedules were stabs in the dark at the system of protection
and amazing mistakes which have since been repudiated by their
authors with as cheerful unanimity as that with which they
approved them six months before.

The Democratic revision of the chemical schedule for rev-
enue only at this session and this substitnte Republican revi-
sion of the cotton schedule based on the report of the Tariff
Board demonstrate the irreconcilable conflict between a tariff
for revenue and a tariff for protection.

Under the application of the latter policy all noncompetitive
raw materials must be admitted free of duty, and as our indus-
tries develop and domestic costs are lessened it follows that the
free list of finished products can be gradually enlarged, tariffs
materially reduced, and at the same time the American wage
scale and standard of living maintained, or what in my judg-
ment is better yef, duties reduced in part and a higher wage
gcale and better standard of living made possible for the men
and women employed in industrial pursuits.

No better illustration of this could be found than is afforded
by the progress of the cotton industry.

On the other hand, with $48,000,000 worth of raw materials
for the chemical industry taken from the free list of the Payne
bill and increased in cost by a Democratic revenue duty, and
with reduced doties on the finished product at the same time,
there is no possible place from which the reduction ean come
except from the wages of labor.

It is not a question of the amount of taxation, for in the ag-
gregate that must be the same in either case, for the expenses
of Government must be met.

It is simply and solely whether in applying those taxes it
shall be done in such a way as to encourage and develop our
own industries or the industries of Europe.

It is whether we shall make life better—and better, worth
living here—or sacrifice our own people to the uplifting of the
people in other lands.

It is a question of a plenty of work and good wages or no
work or low wages.

The two policies are before you. *“ Choose you this day
which you will serve.” [Applause on the Republican side.]

The following is submitted as an appendix:

A REPUBLICAN PROTECTIVE SCHEDULE I BASED ON THE REPORT OF THE
TARIFF BOARD, RELATING TO PRODUCTS COMPOSED WHOLLY OR IN CHIEF
YALUE OF COTTON.

A bill (H. R. ——) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide reve-
noe, equalize duoties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes,” approved August 5, 1909,

Be it enacted, ete., That the act entitled “An act to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes,” alpproved August 5, 1909, be, and the same is
hereby, amended by striking out all of the paragraphs of Schedale I of
section 1 of sald act from 313 to 332, inclusive of both, and inserting
in place thercof the following:

1. Cotton card Ia{m. sliver, roving, or roping, 5 per cent ad valorem.

(Nore.—Present law, ad valorem, 35 per cent: Underwood, 10 per
cent. Not practicable to import in large quantities,)

2. Cotton waste and flocks manufactared, 10 per cent ad wvalorem ;
antiseptic, medicated, or sterilized cotton, cotton waste, or flocks, 20
per cent ad valorem.

({NoTte.—Present law, 20 per cent; Underwood, 5 per cent.)

3. Cotton yarns in the grey, or otherwise, not advanced “eyond the
condition of singles, by gro:;pm% or twisting two or more ciagle yarns
to{:ther, not exceeding No. 40, T4 per cent ad valorem.

ixceeding No. 40 and not exceeding No. 80, 10 per cent ad valorem.

Exceeding No. 80, 15 per cent ad valorem.

(Nore.—Present law, up to No. 15, 12.7 per cent ; Nos. 16 to 30, 15.37

r cent; Nos. 31 to 40, 22.12 per cent; Nos. 41 to 80, 23.3 per cent;
Nos. 100 to 120, 27.12 per cent; remainder, 15 per cent; total grey
single for 1011, 106.89 per cent; colored, ete., total, 30 per cent. Under-
wood, up to No. 50, 10 per cent; Nos. 51 to 100, 15 per cent ; above No.
100, 20 per cent.)

4, Cotton yarn or thread not otherwise provided for, in the grey or
otherwise, advanced beyond the condition of singles by grouping or twist-
ing two or more single yarns together, and eable laid yarns or threads,
in the grey or otherwise, made by grouping or twisting two or more
twisted yarns or threads together, shall be subject to the same rates of
duty as the single yarns from which they are made, and in addition
thereto § per cent ad valorem.

Nore—Present law, total cable laid, ete., 30.52 per cent; colored,
20.54 per cent; single, mercerized, 23 per cent; total, all yarns, 20.5 per
cent. Underwood. yarns advanced same rate as singles.)

8pool thread of cotton, crochet, darning, and embroidery cottons on
spoolg, shall be dutiable at the same rates of duty as the single yarns
from which they are made.

_;(NME.—;PK‘ESQD! law, thread average of all, 24 per cent. Underwood,
15_per cent.

Differences in_yarn conversion costs between United States and Eng-
land (p. 423) : Yarns No. 30 filling, 3.4 per cent; No. 40, 4.5 per cent;
yarns No. 30 warp, 6.8 per cent; No. 40, 8 per cent; average, 5.7 per
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., 6.6 per cent: No. 60, 7.5 per cent; No. 70,
8.9 per cent; yarns No. warp, 10 per cent; average, 8.5 Per cent.

Ten per cent added to Eunglish cost to make selling price on which
to ﬂﬁure duty. No yarns made for sale in this country above No. 140.
Total imports of yarns to production, four-tenths of 1 per cent. Total
imports of thread, 23 Iier cent of home production.

ne company controls thread trade in Great Britain, United States,
Canada, Russia, Austria, Germany, France, and Spain and fills orders
from local factories.

6. Cotton cloth, p woven, in the gray, or bleached, e:ifed, colored,
gtained, painted, printed, mercerized, or otherwise finish containing
not more than 5 square yards to the pound, 5 per cent ad valorem.

Containing more than 5 and not more than T3} square yards to the
pound. 10 per cent ad valorem.

Containing more than 73 square yards to the pound, 15 per cent
ad valorem.

(Nore—Present law, average of all cotton cloth containing only
ordinary warp and ﬂllfng threads either in the gray or bleached, or
dged. ete., 89.54 per cent. Underwood, made from No. 50 yarn or less,
156 per cent; Nos. 50 to 100, inclusive, 20 per cent; above No. 100,
25 per cent; if bleached, dgeﬁ. ete., No. 50 yarn or less, 20 per cent;
Nos. 50 to 100, inelusive, 25 per cent; above No. 100, 30 per cent.

These cloths rlncipaliy woven on automatic looms, see pa, 490
to 495 of report. Costs of cloth from low-cost mills. Industry de-
fnressed in 1911. Trade-union rules as to looms run may be changed

either country. For finishing costs see page 502. The duties named
herein should cover all comtingencies. Wages have been advanced since
Tariff Board figures were taken.)

6. Cotton cloth, fancy woven, in the gray, or bleached, dyed, colored,
gtained, painted, printed, mercerized, or otherwise finished, containing
figures produced by various weaving devices known as dobby, drop-
bul: leno, lappet, swivel, or any other name except Jacquard, 20 per
cent ad valorem.

(Note.—Present law. Average of fancy cotton cloth conta.inlet{l‘g
other than ordinary warp and filling threads. gray, bleached, dyed,
ete., 49.13 per cent; Underwood, by number of threads.)

7. Cotton cloth woven by means of the Jacquard attachment, not
otherwise provided for, 25 per cent ad valorem.

Cotton table damask, 25 per cent ad valorem ; manufactures of cotfon
table damask, or of which cotton table damask is the component
material of chief value, not specially provided for in this on, 23

per cent ad valorem.
Cotton damask, 40 per cent; Underwcod, by

(NoTe.—Present law.
number of threads.)

8. Cloths containing sllk or artificfal silk, in which cotton is the
component material chief value, shall he subject to the same rates
of duty as cotton cloths of similar weave, and in addition thereto 5
per cent ad valorem. -

Nore,—Present law 1911, 50 to 58 per cent ; Underwood, 30 per cent.)

lause 8. If silk exceeds 10 per cent in quantity, it will be of chief
value and go into silk schedule.)

9. Cotton cloths filled or coated, in whole or in part, including oil-
cloth of cotton, waterproof cloths composed of cotton or in which
cotton is the component material of chief value, 20 per cent ad valorem,

(NoTe.—Present law 1911, 42 to 50 per cent; Underwood, filled or
coated, 25 per cent; waterproof, 25 per cent.)

10. Handkerchiefs or mufllers of cotton, in the plece or otherwise,
finished or unfinished, hemstitched or not, not otherwise s lly pro-
vided for, shall pay the same rate of duty as the cloth of which they
are made, and in addition thereto 5 per cent ad valorem.

(No'r?.)-—-l’rwent Iaw average, 55.11 per cent; Underwood, all, 30

r cent.
pa].l, Plushes, velvets, velveteens, corduroys, and all pile fabrics made
of cotton, or of which cotton is the component material of chief value,
whether the plle covers the entire surface or not:

Uncut, 15 per cent ad valorem.

Cut, in whole or in part, 40 per cent ad valorem.

Provided, That manufactures or articles in any form, ineluding such
as are commonly known as bias dress facings or skirt bindings, made
or cut from plushes, velveis, or other pile fabrics composed of cotton, or
of which cotton is the component material of chief value, shall be sub--
ject to the same rates of duty as the fabrics from which they are made.

(Nm‘n‘) Present law average, 52.85 per cent; Underwood, all, 30
per cent.

12, Curtains, table covers, and all articles manufactured of cotton
chenille, or of which cotton chenille is the component material of
chief value; cotton reps, Jacguard tapestry and Jacguard ggured
upholstery goods, weighing over 6 ounces per square yard, made of
cotton, or of which cotton is the component material of chief value,

cent. Yarns No. 50 fill

40 per cent ad valorem.
(NoTE.—Present law, 50 per cent; Underwood, no distinetion in
weight, 35 per cent.)

13. Stoc , hose, and half hose, made wholly or in part on knit-
machines or frames, commercially known as seamless, composed
of cotton, or of which cotton is the component material of chief value,
20 per cent ad valorem.
{ ore.—Present law, 30 ﬁer cent ; Underwood, 20 per cent.)

4. Stockin hose, or half hose, made wholly or in part on knlttin
machines or frames or knit by hand and commercially known as full-
fashlened, com of cotton, or of which cotton is the component
material of chief value, valued at not more 2 per dozen pairs,
50 per cent ad valorem; valued at more than $2 per dozen pairs, 60
per cent ad valorem.

(Nore.—Present law, 55 to D2 per cent; Underwood, 45 per cent.)

15. Shirts and drawers, pants, vests, union suits, combination suits,
tights, sweaters, corset covers, and all underwear of every description,
made whoily or in part on knitting machines or frames or knit by hand,
finished or unfinished, not otherwise provided for, composed of cotton,
or of which cotton is the component material of chief value, valued at
not more than $1.50 r dozen garments, 20 per cent ad valorem:
valued at more than $1.50 per dozen garments and not more than
per domen garments, 30 per cent ad valorem; valued at more tnan $3
per dozen garments and not more than'$6 per dozen garments, 40 per
cent ad valorem; valned at more than $6 per dozen garments, 45 per
cent ad valorem.

(Nore.—Present law, 63 to 50 per cent ; Underwood, 30 per cent.)

16. Men's and boys' gloves, knitted or woven, composed of cotton, or
oa whlich cotton is the component material of chief value, 50 per cent
a yalorem.

(Nore.—Present law, 86 to 50 per cent; Underwood, 35 {)er cent.J

17. Tire fabric or fabric suitdble for use in pneumatic tl made of
cotton. or of which cotton is the component material of
25 per cent ad valorem.

(Nore.—Present law, 45 per cent; Underwood, 25 per cent.)

ef value,

18. Bone easings, garters, suspenders and braces, webs, webbings, and
tubing, any of the foregoing composed wholly or in chief value of cotton,
or of cotton and india rubber, and not embroidered by hand or ma-
chinery ; spindle banding, woven, braided or twisted lamp, stove, or
candle wicking; loom harness, healds or collets; boot, shoe, and corsct
lacings ; labels for garments or other articles, composed of cotton, or
.:'ta Ivghlr.h cotton is the component material of chief value, 30 per cent ad

Belting for machinery made of cotton and india rubber, or of which
ggﬁur:mts the component materinl of chief value, 20 per cent ad

19, Clothing, ready-ma and articles of wearing apparel of ever
description, wholly or palqﬁfv manufactured, not special])y provided rof:
composed wholly or in chief value of cotton, 30 per cent ad valorem.

OorE.—Present law, 50 per cent; Underwood, 30 per cent: collars
and cuffs, 25 f'er cent.)

20. All articles made from cotton cloth, and all manufactures of
cotton, or of which cotton is the compoment material of chief value,
not specially provided for, 30 per cent ad valorem.

Nore.—Present law, iﬁtﬁer cent ; Underwood, 30 per cent.)

1. The term cotton cl wherever used in the paragraphs of this
schedule, unless otherwise specially provided, shall be held to include all
woven fabrics composed wholly or in chief value of cotton, in the piece
or cut in lengths, and shall not include sny artlcle finished, or un-
:1n;;;hecl.2 m;g:trrtgm lm'i::tmll cloth.

BC. 2, e last clause of paragraph 347 of sald act of August
B, IJ..QOQ, is bereby amended so as to read :ﬁs follows : .

Waterproof cloth composed of vegetable fiber other than cotton,
whether composed in part of india rubber or otherwise, 10 cents per
square yard and 20 per cent ad valorem.”

8rc. 3. That paragraph 347 of sald act of A t 5, 1909, is hereby
amended by adding the following proviso: “Provided, That none of the
forg?rtgrgm ’s,hnll apply to coated or filled cotton eloth, or articles made

SeC. 4. That paragraph 348 of said act of August 5, 1909, is hereh
amended so as to read as follows : * Shirt collars and cuffs, cémpos.ed’ oyt
linen, or of which linen is the component material of chlef value, 40
cents per dozen pleces and 20 per cent ad valorem.”

Sec. 5. That E&mgra h 349 of said act of August 5, 1009, is hereby

iing out therefrom the words “ webs and webbings.”
.—Total production of the industry for 1910, $628391,813;
total production of cloth only, 2423.203.853: per cent of imports to
total production, 1.79 ; per cent of exports to total production 3?(118: per
cent of cloth imports to eloth production, 2.62; per cent of cloth ex-
ports to cloth production, 4.66 (see p. 177).)

TaR TArIFF Boamrp,

Treasury Buildi Washi b L
Hon. Erexezer J. HILL, Yy . Washagion. May £, DO

House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.
My DEArR MR. HILL : Referring to your guestions In conversation with
Mr. Cowgill regarding the accuracy of the cost figures in our cotton
rt and your request that a statement be made in writing, I beg
to say that in all instances where reports were obtailned from cotton-
ms.nnfacturigg cnmganles the results of our cost extensions were care-
fully examined by the officers of the mill before the report was forwarded
to the Tariff Board. This examination was complete, and went inlo
each detail of the extensions rather than merely to have the officers
gign their names without making a close examination., The cost exten-
sion figures were carefully compared with the cost extension made by
the mills, and all the reports forwarded to the board were agreed hy
the officers of the company and representatives of the board to ba
correct. As to the accuracy of these extenslons, 1 wish to state that
the total expenditures of the company were carefully checked to agree
with the figures published in th annual financial statement. TUsing
these sums as a basis, we them made up our own cost statement ae-
cording to our own methods, which we belleve to be accurate and not
merely the accepting of the company's own estimates of cost. .

In one instance a company was dolng an $8,000,000 annual busi-
ness ; after the costs had eq(i: exfended for this company and the total
number of yards of each kind of goods multiplied by the cost per yard,
as shown by the report, the fizures checked within $8.33 of the ‘total
amount of money expended by this company in manufacture during the
year for which the costs were taken. In another case, by the same
method, the variation amounted to $332. The greatest varlation in
any of the reports was in the case of a company doing a $2,000,000
annual business where, by multiplylng the number of yards produced
by the cost per yard ascertained by us, the difference amounted to
$3,500. l?ut this” difference would not affect the costs in the sixth
decimal place.

In every case the companles agreed, after a careful examination, that
our costs were correct, and in some few cases the mills have adopted
our cost extensions in toto, while in others our system of extensions
have been adopted at least in ?ﬂl’t.

These facts I believe fully justify the statement that the most ac-
curate costs &ulhle have Deen obtained.

Very Iy, yours,
HexrY C. EMERY, Chairman.

List of 40 samples where the American selling price is less than the
! English selling price without any duty.

Amerl- | Ameri- | , i . English
Sam- can cost | can cost | oy | English aeugsnx
le | Trade name of cloth, | excind- |ineluding " | selling | posgd | price
?lo. ing selling| selling price. price. | duty. | plus
expense. | expense. cruty.
Peret.
i £0.1020 | £0.1140 | £0.1297 | $0.1710 5 | 80.1795
2 .08 u 1085 - 1384 5 -1453
3 D) () . 0765 . 0768 5 - 0806 |
4 . 0515 L0541 | L0561 | .0750 5| .oms7
5 - 0600 . 0652 . 0700 0814 5 . 0855
6 - 0491 - 0535 - 0600 « 0659 5 - 0602
7 L0700 0767 L0787 0918 5 0064
8 0778 . 0835 . 0898 L1137 5 Pt
'3 0210 L0192 262 a6 15 .16
12 0533 0564 0512 0580 15 . 0667
13 0854 0004 L0950 -1123 5 1179
18 D573 0688 L0712 . 0806 15 027
29 L0574 .0500 | .0625 | .0736 5| .0¢m3
24 | Pique or welt....... .0832 . 0856 1200 1358 5 1426
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List of 40 samples where the American selling price 18 less than the
English selling price without any duiy—Continued.

List of 17 samples where the American cost plus selling ense is
less than the English selling price plus the propoged duty.

Ameri- | Ameri- English Ameri- | Ameri-
Eam- can cost | can cost cm English | Pro- sulfing Sam- can cost | can cost ;nm:fi_ English | Pro- gﬁh
ﬁh t'rade name of cloth. | exclud- |including selling gomd price Ele Trade name of cloth. | exclud- |including ing s:lfl.ug gosod price
0. : ing selling| selling | € | price. |duty. Jalus o. ing selling| selling price. | duty. ‘F:m
< expense. | expense. | P! uty. expense. | expense. Price. uty.
20 | Curtain swiss or ma- Peret. # Perct.
censeseasansss| $0.0747 | $0.0788 | $0.0778 | $0.0813 20 | $0.0976 14 | Widesheeting......| $0.1962 | $0.2005 | $0.2042 | §0.1084 $0. 2083
31 | Fancy swiss......... L1035 L1214 . 1400 L1440 ol . 1800 16 | English long cioth... 0720 L0741 . 08235 L0731 10 . 0804
32 | Lappet dotted swiss. 5 . 0600 . 0630 15 i 20 | Persian lawn........ 0887 L1033 L1114 0991 15 JA14)
43 | Mercerized jacquard. E .1019 1050 L1137 % L1421 21 | Fancy white goods.. 872 <1000 - 108D - 0930 2] 1116
37 | Bri marquisette. 0669 0829 +1250 1402 15 1716 23 | Dimity cheek. ...... 0576 L0613 0859 - 0603 P »
39 | Cotton ¢ L0407 426 L0384 . 0600 i0 . 0660 25 | Fancy white goods. . - 1087 L1283 . 1459 +1223 20 L1473
40 | Printed lawn........ 0357 03768 . 0360 L0470 15 . 0541 38 | Table damask....... - 2003 +2133 - 2250 2001 25 - 2301
41 | Calicoprint......... L0417 .0419 L0411 i 10 0560 48 | Printed lawn....... . 0803 L0858 L1053 (833 15 L0061
VA S e i e 0479 L0500 0452 L0763 10 L0839 57 Fanc{ dmﬁt{. 'S L0762 0822 L1250 L0837 15 . 1020
0 S ey .DE39 L0544 0497 i 10 0725 58 | Dimity check...... . 0892 .0732 - 0000 0719 15 0823
44 | Printed percale...... L0579 0608 0675 L0757 10 0833 €0 | Leno fancy.... 0053 L1023 .1,1;25 L0808 | .2 <1183
46 | Printed organdie.... 0577 . 0581 . 0650 0679 15 L0781 68 e e s «35313 <4008 .47 3530 40 4042
Bl | Berbmi ool ook L0675 L0736 1033 L1044 10 .1148 80 | Beotch gingham..... 1123 L1222 . 1450 1034 % -124)
£} G kimona cloth.. . 0896 L0914 - 1150 L1191 & 1250 90 | Corduroy....-c-...- « 247 -372) - 5875 3383 40 AT43
B85 | Galateacloth........] L0861 1000 L1150 1254 5 L1317 91 | Velvetoen........... L2121 - 2527 . 3060 1097 40 - 2735
£9 | Madras shirting..... L1138 L1139 L1150 .1189 10 L1308 94 | Cotton voile......... . 1051 L1078 L1475 L0800 20 1030
61 | Book cloth.......... L0626 L0687 L0728 L0893 20 %g% 08 | Bilk gingham. ...... L1243 L1343 -1 1157 25 L1445
67 | Poplin......c.cnvunn L0815 L0975 . 1250 . 1260 5 .132
69 B:&cu .............. L0924 L0084 L0921 L0950 5 0997 Total...~....] 2.3341 l 2.6340 | 3.1706 | 2.3862 365 | 3.0093
1 R RS R T J187T | L1400 | L1433 5| 1526 : = e
73 | Cheviot s 0682 L0711 L0700 0848 5 L0995 Average....... L1373 l -1549 . 1868 L1403 | 21.47 1T
74 % i it 0856 L0684 L0675 . (0569 5 L0912
77 |, Ticking. . . <1237 -1201 .1300 L1779 5 .1
78 | Cotton plaids... 0587 0642 . 0600 (269 5 1017 Per cent.
&1 F‘.‘W’g gingham -0312 .0541 | .0687 | .0982 | 20| .1178 | Margin between American cost plus selling expense and the Ameri-
82| G e R = 0512 D541 0687 0973 2| .108 can selling priee o e A
' . = — | Margin between American cost plus selling expense and the Eng-
Total.........| 2.7302| 2.0090| 3.2037 | 3.8865 i 405 | 4.2638 lish selling price plus the proposed duty____________________ 14.2
| = In addition to English selling price plus duty there Is an actual
Average....... 'mmi .0‘?{51 ml -0071 ! m'l'l -1060 | oxpense of 5§ per cent for freight and landing charges which has not

Per cent,

Margin between American cost plus selling expenses and the Ameri-
can selling price____
Margin between American cost

plus se\ling expenses and Engﬁ;ﬁ

selling price without duty-—-— -- 33.5
Margin between Awmerican cost _Iplus selling expenses and English
=elling price plus the prop aty_ - 40.0
In addition to the I'Ins;lil;h selling price plus the duty there Is an
actnal expense of 5 per cent for freight and landing charges
v;’hlch fhsu not been added, which will be an additional protec- Sk
R O D e e T e e e o 5.5

Nore.—Under conditions existing in 1911, the American selling prices
in this list were fixed by domestic competition and were not controlled
by the present tariff law.

List of 26 samples where the American cost plus the selling expense
is less than the English selling price without any duty.

| Ameri- | Ameri- |y o0 English
Bam- | can cost | can cost | sell- English | Pro- | selling
le | Trade name of cloth. | exclud- | including ing selling Em price
NO. ing selling| selling price. price. aty. J]!us
expense. | expensa, * uty.
Per el.
11 | Linen finish sulting.| $0.0733 | $0.0785 | $0.0875 | $0.0790 £0. 0820
15 | Longcloth.......... L0534 . (584 . 0625 . 0605 10 . 0666
7 | Nainsook. ... i 0519 0573 L0800 . 0606 15 . 0698
19 | Persian lawn. % L0720 L0725 L0300 0847 15 L0974
26 | Checked lawn....... L0719 L0725 1150 L0910 20 i
27 | Mercerized corded
2 SRS S . 0080 . 1168 450 | L1241 20 . 1489
28 | Dotted swiss check. . L1070 1125 . 1300 . 1241 20 - 1489
20 | Dotted swiss........ 0773 .0813 L1250 | L1097 20 . 1316
24 | Fancy white goods..|  .0960 L2186 L2000 | L1544 20| L1852
36 | Marquisette. ... £ . 0835 1022 + 1450 - 1286 20 - 1543
45 | Printed lawn A . (485 ; . 0650 . 0560 15 <0644
47 | I'rinted batiste. 2 L0671 L0675 LOB50 | L0721 15 0829
49 | Printed lawn . L0815 . 0870 L 1050 . 0534 . 1018
€4 | Pongee..... i L0713 0718 L0825 | .0O7E3 10 . 0861
65 | Bolsette . . 1083 L1100 - 1500 . 11684 10 . 1280
66 | Pongee. ... ......... L0960 L0875 L1250 1164 10 . 1280
71 | Chambray ginghem.|  .0541 05751 L0800 | .0653 10| .0718
7+ 3 R T T L0541 0575 LS00 . 0625 15 L0719
7 Glnpivha.m ..... =5 L0585 L0622 L0850 0783 20 2
76 | Outing Mannel. = L0553 . 0805 L0700 0655 5 L0719
83 | Faney gingham..... L0975 . 1061 - 1450 1215 20 1458
86 | Fancy wash fabric. . 0065 . 1050 S1426 | L1189 20 1428
89 | Turkey red damask. L2103 2283 L3022 + 2882 25 L2602
08 | Silkmull............ L0925 L0942 . 1400 L1206 20 <1447
9 | Dotted silk mull. ... L0002 . L1600 | L1247 25 1558
100 | Jacquard swiss mull. L1048 . 1061 . 1750 . 1335 20 L1735
Total..........| 2.1775| 2.3002| 3.1723 | 2.7216 | 430 | 3.2177
Average....... - 0837 | L0895 | L1220 | L1046 | 16.53 | .1237
Per cent.
Margin between American cost plus selling expense and the Amerl-
RN RN DRIl e e e L 36.2
Margin between American cost plus selling expense and English
selling price without any duty_____ - 16. 8
Margin between American cost plus selling expense and English
gelling price plus proposed doty__._____________ . _____"___ 88.1

In addition to the English selling price r])lus the duty there is an
actual expense of § per cent for freight and landing charges which has
not been added, which will be an additional protection of 5.9 per cent.

been added, which will be an additional protection of 6.3 per cent.

List of 8 samples where the Amcrican cost plus selling expense is more
than the English selling price plus the proposed duty.

Ameri- | Ameri- | 4o o0 Emfll\h
Bam- can cost | can cost sell. Englizh | Pro- | selliag
le | Trade name of cloth. | exclud- |inclnding| 8 8 | ‘selling | posed | prizs
0. iag solling| selling pﬂ“% prica. | duty. | plus
expense. | expense. uty.
Perel.
35 | 8tri vollg. ... $0.1251 | £0.1430 | 80.1460 | $1.1099 20 | $0.1319
54 | Cotton serge._....... L1073 152 . 1350 L0938 20 1125
56 | Printad dimity...... L0780 . 0835 L0800 0047 15 L0740
63 | Chambray.......... L1324 L1449 L1050 - 0896 10 L0985
&7 | Tissue or fancy fab-
R e L1408 .1539 .1550 L1136 20 1363
93 | Cotton tapestry..... 8503 1.0351 | 1.5000 €416 40 L5032
95 | Novelty ham ... AT4T .1833 (a) ° . 1086 25 L1357
o7 ilkk gingham.._..._. 2343 | .2576 . 2750 L1792 % <249
Total.........} 1.8429 2.1170 | 2.3900 | 1.4010 175 | 1.58122
Average....... L2303 2046 L3414 J1751 | 21.87 . 2265
T'er cent.

Margin between the American cost plus selling expense and the

Ameriean . selling price- . ___ e B St et 21 5
Margin of deflclency between the American cost plus selling ex-
pense and the English selllng price plus the proposed duty_-_—_-_ 16.8

In addition {o the English selling price ?!us the duty there is an
nctual expense of 5 per cent for freight and landing charges which has
not been added, which would reduce the deficlency 4.2 per cent, leaving
the deficiency of 12.6 per cent.

XOTES ON LIST NO. 4.

Sample No. 85: Striped volle Is an estimated cost, no actunal cost
being obtained.

Sample No. 54: Cotton serge is a printed stripe compared with a
single dyed yarn stripe.

stampe No. 56: Printed dimity, slight variation in organization of
cost.

Sample No. 63: Chambray, American cost obtained in exeeptionally
high-cost mill, that purchased its yarn in limited quantitics.

Sample No. 87: Tissue, considerable variation in the organization of
the cloths compared.

Sample No. 3 : Cotton tapestry, a high American cost for cards and
designs, This cloth was sold In limited goantities with a high selling
expense (18 cents per yard).

Sample No. 95 : Novelty gingham, American cost estimated.

Sample No. 97: Bilk gingham, American cost obtnined in high-cost
mill, manufacturing a limited quantity of cloth of this construetion.

Nore.—Without regard to differences in selling prices, the differences
ir costs of conversion are belleved to be fully covered by the duties
named herein.

CHARACTER OF FUTURE TARIFF LEGISLATION.

The keynote of the declaration of the Republican Party with refer-
ence to future tariff legislation is found In the following extract from
the Chleago platform, adopted on June 22, 1012 :

* We hold that the import duties should be high enough, while yleld-
ing a sufficient revenue, to protect adequately American industries and
wages. Some of the existing import duties nre too high and should be
reduced. Readjustment should be made from time to time to conform

to changing conditions and to reduce excessive rates, but without in-
To nccomplish this correct informa-
This information can best De obtalned by sn

ury to any American industry.
%iog is indispensable.
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commission, as the large volume of useful facts contained in the
recent reports of the Tariff Board has demonstrated.

“The pronounced feature of modern industrial life Is its enormous
diversification. To apply tarlff rates justly to these changing condi-
tions qu]im closer study and more entific methods than ever
hefore. e Republican Party has shown by its creation of a Tariff
l]oarldtlt?t..l;eeomtinn of this situation and its determination to be
equal to

In order that one may see whether the rates provided in_ the fore-
going bill are in accordance with the declarations of the platform a
table is herewith submitted, showing the percentage which ecan be
added to the American cost of the following fabrics, plus selling ex-

nses, In order to equal the selling price of the com English
‘abric in New York, with landing charges and the dutles paid under
this proposed bill. It must be understood that the English compet-
ing price includes a profit, but that the profit for the American manu-
facturer, together with all the contingencies of the business, such as
“ dumping,” future advances In wages, trade-union restrictions, etc.,
must come from the percentage of margin shown herein.

List of 40 samples where the American selling price is less than the
English selling price without any duty.

Margin between American cost plus selling expenses and selling price
of Ir}umpefmg English goods landed in New al-r?ork, with proposed duty
paid.

Sample

No.

g
:

Trade name of cloth.

=

Pique or welt.
Curtain swiss or madras. ...

Sespprosenssenpuusssizsanusaratsnnes oo

=
=3

List of 26 samples where the American cost plus the sell expense
is less than the Ll::gllsh selling price without any duty. ing

Margin beticeen American cost plus selling erpenses and sellin rice
ef ;ampcﬁna English goods landed in New ?ork, with mpucgd l:luty
paid.

53&"5“’ Trade name of cloth.

m
g
BREREARIEENRENRNIRARIENNE §

RO IROIHR =S~ R~-IRREOREN DN

List of 17 samples where the American cost plus selling expense 13
less .than the Enz?.la.h selling price plus the prop%aed duty.
M between American cost plus selling and selling price
;s &pmpetmp English goods landed in New York, with proposed duty

Trade name of cloth. Percent,

BLEPEERREREENERS
3 e 5 i =l 00 T = 15 50 1 D 0 O 00

”
SLREREREIBEEERESS "'E

-

Comparison of yarn duties.

Equivalent

ad vajoram

rates 7§ per

cent up to

. e ahl}d including

No. of yarn. Prlamw. Dosg“.d 0.40; 10 per
to and in-

cluding No.
80; 1

Wﬂpyrwwrrg
gB228BAZNE’

BESEEEEEpped
28888888888

...
Se
s

Proposition based on specific rates 1s an advance of one-tenth of a
cent per number for each number on yarns exceeding No. 60, or 43
cents 4+ 6 cents = 10.5 cents for No. 120. The ad valorem rates morsa
than cover the difference in conversion cost.

Mr. PAYNE. I will ask the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxperwoon] to use some of his time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, So far as I am advised at present, there
will be only one closing speech. I may have other requests for
time, but I am not prepared to use any of our time now.

Mr. PAYNE. I yield 45 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Lennoot].

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Speaker, of the many iniquitous things
contained in the Payne-Aldrich law the cotton and wooien sched-
ules are the worst. President Taft, while pronouncing the bill
as a whole the best tariff law ever enacted, declared that ihe
woolen schedule was indefensible I think .even the President
will admit now that the cotton schedule was also indefensible.
These two schedules especially were condemned by Progressive
Republicans the country over. They were condemned by voters
of all partées at the election in 1910 and are largely responsible
for the Democratic majority in this House to-day.

Vindication of a position taken is always a pleasant thing,
but it is peculiarly so when that vindication comes from a tariff
board selected by the same President who condemned Progressive
Republicans for taking the position they did.

.We contended that the increases in the rates in the cotton
schedule were unwarranted from any standpoint and were far
beyond any difference in the cost of production at home and
abroad. The Tariff Board has so found.

And, Mr. Speaker, let me say just a word with reference to
the position of the Democratic majority upon this Tarifl Board.
I say without any hesitation that, although there are things
that may be eriticized, so far as the report not being complete
is concerned, there is more real information with reference to
this subject in that report of the Tariff Board than has been
gathered from the beginning of tariff agitation to the present
day from any other source. [Applause on the Republican side.]
And T say further, without any hesitation, if it had not been for
the fact that that Tariff Board is a product of the Republican
Party, that if the members of that board had not been appointed
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by a Republican President, instead of condemning that report
you upon the other side would be guoting from it in your cam-
paign textbook this fall. [Applause on the Republican side.]

The board finds that the difference in cost of preduction of
eotton yarns in the United States and England is from 3.8
per cent to 11.9 per cent ad valorem, while the rates in the
Payne-Aldrich law range from 15 to 48 per cent ad valorem.
The board finds that the duties are in some cases four and five
times greater than the difference in cost of production.

In the case of cotton cloth the rates are even more nnjus@i-
fiable, We have heard much about the lower wages paid
abroad, and it has been assumed by some that the duties should
at least equal the difference in wages, thus assuming that there
is no difference in efficiency. We have often heard upon this
floor the statement made that wages in the Orient are 10 and
15 cents per day, and for that reason alone it was assumed that
high tariffs were needed for $rotection.

The Tariff Board has so completely exploded that bugaboo
that I do not think it will be heard of again in this Chamber.
But for fear that some gentleman may ignorantly fall into the
same error, I wish to spend a moment upon it now. In the
debate at the special session upon the cotton schedule the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Avustin], speaking of the cotton
mills of Japan, said :

Their mills are the best equipped made in the English worksh
and their labor the cheapest on the face of this earth—10 cents for
boys and girls, 15 cents for women, and 22 cents for men per day.

A moment later he said:

If this bill shonld become a law, there is not a cotton mill in &
single Southern State that will ever sell a yard of calico on the Pa-
cific coast or in the far Western States In competition with ealico
made in the mills of Japan.

Now, I do not quote this language for the purpose of criti-
cizing the gentleman from Teunessee, but only to illustrate how
lack of information leads to recklessness of statement. In
refutation of the statement of the gentleman from Tennessee
I ask you to turn to Table 162 of the report of the Tariff Board,
which gives a comparison of the employees necessary to operate
a 1,000-loom weaving mill in the United States and in Japan.
The wages of the weavers in the Japanese mills are, it is true,
only 18% cents per day as against $1.59 per day in the American
mill, but it requires 700 weavers to do the work in a Japanese
mill as against only 53 in an American mill, and the total cost
per day for weaving in the Japanese mill is $120.50 as against
only $84.27 in the American mill. Putting it in another way,
one' American weaver for $1.50 does as much work as 13 Jap-
anese weavers for $2.40.

Believing that ghost will not walk again, let us get back to
a consideration of the difference in cost of production in this
-country and England, We find that an American weaver, as a
rule, produces a great deal more than his English brother.
Quoting from the report of the Tariff Board, on page 11:

In the case of plain looms (not automatic) the English weaver
seldom tends more than 4 looms, while in this country a weaver rarel
tends less than 6, and more frequently 8 or even 12, if equipped witlg
“ warp stop motions.”

The report then goes on to say that antomatic looms are little
used in England, while there are over 200,000 in the United
States, and on such looms the American weaver commonly tends
20 and sometimes as high as 28,

After going into a full recital of the facts, the board, on page
12 of the report, sums up the matter as follows:

ing the above facts in mind, §
ofigeell;rgi variety of plain goods tbet mmay !:.%s?:b})t!edtlfz?:i.:gmyatﬁ fna?g
cloth in the United States is not greater, and In some eases is lower,
than in England.

The report then goes on to state that in finer goods the cost
is greater in this country, and we then find the following :

Figures are resen
mstssuin the colgton ig?usgﬁ t&ﬁe rienp(iltan’;’mgli;g }élvavgrngﬁh ttiggh[’!lal?:é
Btates than Emflxnd. yet the actual hourly earni is country
are, in most of the principal occupations, much greater.

This corroborates the assertion made by most economists that
higher wages may often lower labor costs.

In the Payne-Aldrich law higher rates of duty are imposed
upon cloth which is bleached, printed, dyed, mercerized, and so
forth. Concerning this the board finds, on page 13:

A comparison of 60 specific samples for which finishing data were
obtained shows that in most cases the difference between the charges
in the two countries were slight, but that the American charges were
elightly lower on most of the samples.

Another interesting comparison is furnished by Table 136,
where 100 samples of cloth are taken, ranging from calico print
to cotton tapesiry, and a comparison is made between the
American cost of produetion, both ineluding and excluding sell-
ing expense and the English selling price, which of course in-
cludes a profit to the English manufacturer,

On 40 of the 100 samples the English price is 42.3 per cent
greater than the Ameriean cost, exeluding selling expense. It
is 83.5 per cent greater, including selling expense,

On these 40 samples it is clear that there should be no duty
at all, either from the Republican or Democratie standpoints,
for any duty is practically prohibitive. From a Republican
standpoint no duty is needed to protect the American manu-
facturer. From a Democratic standpoint no duty should be im-
posed, for it will produce no revenue, and from their stand-
point is nothing but a tax upon the American people, a * rob-
bery,” as they put it, enriching the tariff barons alone. That is
what they did in their bill at the special session'and what they
have done in this bill when on these 40 samples they placed
duties ranging from 15 to 30 per cent ad valorem.

Again returning to the 100 samples compared by the Tariff
Board, in addition to the 40 I have already spoken of, there are
26 samples where the American cost both including and ex-
cluding selling expense is less than the English price, but the
margin of difference is not so great as in the case of the 40
samples, Of these 26 samples the English selling price is 25 per
cent greater than the American cost, excluding selling expense.
It is 16.8 per cent greater, including selling expense. It is clear
that this margin is amply suofficient to enable the American
manufacturer to successfully compete with the English priee,
but remembering that the English price includes a profit, and
we do not know exactly what English eost i{s, a small duty
would be justified both from the standpoint of protection and
revenue.

8o far, then, out of 100 samples of cotton cloth we have 66
of them where the average English price is from 16.8 per cent
to 335 per cent greater than the average American cost of
production, including selling expense.

There are 25 samples where the average English price is less
than the American eost of production. On 17 of the samples the
English price is 2 per cent greater than the American cost,
excluding selling expense, but including selling expense the
American cost is 104 per cent greater than the English selling
price. -

On 8 samples the Ameriean cost, both including and excluding
selling expense, is greater than the English price. It is 31.5 per
cent greater excluding and 51.1 per cent greater including
selling expense. On these 25 samples therefore a substantial
duty is justified both from a protective and a revenue stand-
point.

I have not the time to analyze the entire report of the Tariff
Board and shall confine myself to this statement regarding
eotton yarn and cotton cloth. I will, however, frankly state
that upon the balance of the schedule the report of the board
is not so complete as it should be, and as I am satisfied it would
have been could the board have had further time to complete
their investigation. However, we have sufficient information to
deal intelligently with every paragraph of the schedule.

We have before us the Democratic bill, which is the same bill
that was passed at the special session. I propose in the time I
have left to discuss that bill and make some comparisons be-
tween it and the report of the Tariff Board.

When the bill was under consideration at the special session
I voted for it and spoke for it. I undertook to show then that
notwithstanding its label, and notwithstanding the declaration
of its sponsors, it was in the main a protective measure.

The report of the Tariff Board now conclusively shows that
this Democratic bill was and is a protective measure but that
many of the rates in it are higher than ¢an possibly be indorsed
by any Republican who stands upon the Chicago platform of
1908. After a careful examination of the report of the board I
was satisfied that if our Democratic friends brought in a bill at
this session revising the cotton schedule that the rates in it
would, upon such a staple necessity as cotton cloth, be much
lower than those in the bill passed last year, but to my utter
amazement we find that notwithstanding the information they
now have, they offer the same bill as they did at the special
session, and we have to-day a situation unparalieled in Ameri-
can history of the Democratic Party offering a tariff bill that
carries prohibitive duties upon necessaries of life which are
much higher than the Republican Party can indorse. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.] -

Never again can the Democratic Party boast that it stands
for a tariff for revenue only. Never again ecan it, without the
rankest hypocrisy, go before the American people and de-
nounce the robber tariff barons and condemn the Republican
Party for taxing the people for the benefit of the cotton manu-
facturer. What explanation there may be for this strange

attitude of the Democratic Party I will not undertake to say.
The fact that there are very large cotton mills in the South
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may be one reason, but I am more inclined to think that it is
merely another evidence of the stubbornness of the Democracy,
and this exhibition makes the emblem of the Democratic Party
more appropriate than ever.

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. LENROOT. 1 will.

Mr. CANNON. I understand from reports in the news-
papers and otherwise that Marshall Field & Co. have bought
a large number of these mills that make the kind of cotton
cloth to which the gentleman refers, and we all understand
that Marshall Field & Co. would not object to a prohibitive
duty. Although they are the great distributing merchants in
our Middle West, they have sense enough to keep quiet when
their friends are around.

Mr. LENROOT. That may be, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CANNON. I am only stating what I understand from
the reports.

Mr. LENROOT. I understand the gentleman. But after all,
and to be entirely fair to the Democratic majority, they are
only pursuing their ordinary course of seldom being willing to
progress and never able to learn. They are always looking
backward, never forward, so far as constructive statesmanship
is concerned. To paraphrase and adapt a statement of the
candidate of the Democratic Party for President, Woodrow
Wilson: “The Demoeratic majority in this House occupies a
place in the ship of state—in the stern, looking back at the
walke of the ship.” [Laughter and applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

But it is not for me to attempt to explain the utterly inde-
fensible position of the Democratic majority with respect to
this bill. We know that it has information now from a Tariff
Board appointed by a Republican President, a Tariff Board
the reports of which the Democrats said less than a year ago
would be unreliable because they would unduly favor the pro-
tected interests of the country.

They know that that charge has fallen to the ground. They
know that the report of the Tariff Board will not sustain many
of the rates in this bill. They know that many of the rates in
this bill should be lower, according to the report of the board.

The Democratic majority are not brave enough nor patriotie
enough to frankly confess that they were mistaken as to the
nonpartisan character of the Tariff Board. They are not brave
enough nor patriotic enough to frankly take advantage of the
report of the board in the interest of the American people.
They evidently take the position that they would rather be
consistent than right, and they are very seldom either. [Laugh-
ter and applause on the Republican side.]

I am confirmed in this by an article in the Washington Post of
yvesterday morning. I intended to have it with me, but it is an in-
terview with the gentleman from New York [Mr. ReprFrern], who
had just come from a conference with Gov. Wilson, the Demo-
cratic eandidate. You remember at that Interview he stated
that the policy of the Democratic Party would be a gradual re-
duction of the tariff, and that they would not attempt to come
at one time down to a revenue tariff only, and he gave a specific
illostration; that if the reduction of 30 points was necessary to
bring the tariff down to a revenue basis, they would favor
first bringing it down 15 points, or halfway. Now, they might
make that kind of contention were it not for the fact that only
the day before yesterday that very proposition was presented
to this House, the very proposition that Mr. REDFIELD contends
for, in the woolen bill that came from the Senate, and the
Democratic majority, then voiced by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Harrisox] took the position that they were not in
favor of going halfway; they were all in favor of making no
reduction unless they could cut to the very bottom, and it
seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that the position the Democratic
majority would like to take is that to avoid any revision now,
for the benéfit of the protective manufacturers, they say, “ We
will not have any tariff revision now; we will let you alone.”
They say, “When we get into power do not worry, because
then we will vote for such reductions as we are voting against
now."

But I now desire to submit some proof that many of the
rates in this Democratic bill are too high, are prohibitive, and
will produce no revenue. 5

The first paragraph relates to cotton yarn and imposes duties
according to numbers from 10 per cent to 20 per cent ad
valorem., The Tariff Board finds that the difference in cost of
production of yarns, except those of the highest numbers,
ranges from 3.8 per cent to 11.9 per cent ad valorem, while the
lowest rate in this Democratie bill is 10 per cent ad valorem.

Paragraph 3 relates to cotton eloth on which duties are im-
posed ranging from 15 per cent ad valorem, and in addition 5
per cent is added if the cloth is bleached, dyed, colored, stained,
painted, printed, or mercerized.

The report of the board conclusively shows that these rates
can not be sustained from a revenue standpoint, and they are
too high from a protective standpoint. Cotton cloth enters into
the cost of living of every American home, and if the Demo-
cratic majority was at all sincere in its profession of concern
for the American people they would have reduced the rates
in this paragraph of the bill. The report of the board shows
conclusively that the coarser and heavier fabrics are pro-
duced cheaper here than abroad, and that a duty of 15 per cent,
as proposed in this bill, can not possibly be a revenue producer.
It is just as prohibitive, as far as importations are concerned,
as is the present law.

I am aware that the distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee [Mr. Unperwoon] and others upon the
Democratic side attempt to meet this criticism by declaring that
the rates proposed in the present bill are a great reduction from
those contained in the Payne-Aldrich law; that they do not
claim that the rates could not be made much lower without
injury to the American industry; that they are making gradual
reductions and do not propose to go the whole distance at one
time. But, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Alabama and the
Democratic majority is esfopped from making any such claim
now. To make such a claimis an admission by them that this
bill does contain protective rates, a proposition which was most
vigorously denied when this same bill was under consideration
at the special session. It was then clalmed by every Democratic
Member who spoke upon the subject that this bill was purely a
revenue measure; that it had no other design than to produce
revenue.

The majority of the Committee on Ways and Means, in their
report upon this bill at the special session, used the following
language:

The most important feature to be kept in mind in revising Schedule T
In the interest of the welfare of the general publie is that the rates be
made truly competitive as far as possible—that is, that they be made
low enough to permit potential eompetition from imports for the sake
of natural and proper regulation of domestie prices.

The gentleman from Alabama, in opening the debate upon this
bill at the special session, had a colloquy with the gentleman
from Maine [Mr. Hixps], as follows:

Mr. Hixps. The gentleman s?ays this cotton bill i framed solely to

the end of the revenue in view
Mr. UNpERWOOD. I do not think the gentleman can doubt that propo-

tion.
Mr. Hixps. Therefore, does the gentleman say also that it leaves out
entirely the principle of protection?

Mr. UxperwooD. Absolutely, so far as my knowledge is concerndd.

It therefore does not lie in the mouth of any Democrat to now
claim that when this bill was presented at the specigl session
that there was in the minds of the Democratic majority any
other thought than that this was purely a revenue measure,
and that if enacted into law it would permit a sufficient com-
petition from abroad to regulate prices in this country.

Upon this plain cotton ecloth fabric it must be entirely clear
now to every Member of the House that the rates in this bill
are not sufficiently low to permit any competition, that they
are not sufficiently low to provide any revenue to the Govern-
ment, and I shall await with great curiosity an explanation
from the other side as to how they propose to raise revenue for
the Government under the rates proposed in the cloth paragraph
of this bill. They can only do so by completely reversing their
position with reference to the Tariff Board, by claiming that
whereas a year ago they claimed that the findings of the Tariff
Board would favor protected interests, that now the findings
of the Tariff Board are unjust to protected interests in that
they do, not justify as high tariff rates as protected interests
are entitled to receive.

But to get back to the cloth paragraph of the cotton schedule.
The report of the board shows that duties greater than 5 to 20
per cent can not be sustained from either a Democratic or
Republican standpoint.

But that is not all in this paragraph. The bill adds 5 per
cent ad valorem for cloth bleached, dyed, colored, and so forth,
or what is known as finishing, while the facts presented by the
board show beyond peradventure that the cost of finishing is
less in this country than in England. I challenge any Member
on the Democratic side of the House to defend this additional
rate of 5 per cent, and before this debate is over I demand that
they elther give some reason for imposing this burden upon the
people or else strike it out from the bill.

I can not go through the bill in detail within the time
allotted me. According to the report of the board, the other
rates in the bill are not greatly different than those warranted
by the report of the board. Some duties are higher than are
necessary and some are lower than are warranted by the report.
The bill as a whole, as stated by the chairman, reduces duties
from 48 per cent ad valorem under the present law fo 27 per
cent ad valorem. The report of the board shows that the rates

sl
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can be still further lowered both from a Democratic and Re-
publican standpoint. From computations which I have made,
I am satisfied that an average rate of 20 per cent ad valorem
can be sustained from a protective standpoint, and surely a
higher rate can not be defended from a revenue standpoint.

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hrr] will, I under-
stand, offer a substitute to this bill, levying duties from the
standpoint of protection to the American industry. I have care-
fully gone over his fizures, and while some of them are higher
than I believe are warranted by the board, yet, recognizing the
difficulties of classification, and in view of the fact that the
rates proposged by him are lower in the main than in the Demo-
eratic bill, I shall have no hesitation in giving it my support.

And in this connection permit me to say that while I have
often differed with the gentleman from Connecticut in tariff
matters, especially as to the reciprocity bill, too much credit
<an not be given him for the fearless stand he has taken upon
this schedule and upon the woolen schedule. He comes from
New England, supposedly the section receiving greater benefits
than any other from high protection, but when he has the facts
before him as they have been presented by the Tariff Board,
he honestly applies those facts to these two tariff bills, regard-
less of whether such action condemns the Payne-Aldrich bill or
not. The American producer has a right to expect protection
from undue competition from abroad when the cost of produc-
tion is greater here. He who demands mere than that is not a
Republican. He is the greatest enemy the Republican Party
has. If in the years to come Republicans generally will follow
the example of the gentleman from Connecticut in his treat-
ment of the'cotton and woolen schedules, then the prineiple of
protection to American industries will be safely intrenched as
one of the established policies of this Nation, and all of the
misrepresentations and academic theories of the Democracy
shall not prevail against it.

I have said that the general average of the duties in the sub-
stitute to be proposed by the gentleman from Connecticnt is less
than the Democratic bill. The average in the Democratic bill
is 27 per cent ad valorem. Now, I ask you to follow me for a
moment in the consideration of what these reductions from the
Payne-Aldrich law mean to the American people according to
Democratic authority.

In the debate upon this bill at the special session the gentle-
man from New York [Mr, Harrisox], a member of the Ways
and Means Committee, stated :

It is believed by our committee that the revenue will not he materially
distur] and th
will bebeﬂfteddm t‘::te tﬁ!:m‘::{d :? 835)0%%:'&%. TP et Shole

Mr. HazrisoN states that the Committee on Ways and Means
believed that this bill will save the American people $200,000,000
annually, While, as a matter of fact, this amount is largely
exaggerated, for the purpose of my argument I will assume that
it is correct. 'The Democratic majority can not complain if I
make that assumption, for I am merely adopting for the time
being their own theory.

If this pending Democratic bill would save the American
people $200,000,000 per year, then the Hill bill, by the same
reasoning, would save the American people more than $221.-
000,000 per year, for the Democratic bill reduced duties from 48
to 27 per cent ad valorem, while the Hill bill reduced duties
from 48 to 25 per cent ad valorem. In other words, the Hill
bill reduced duties 48 per cent while the Democratic bill is a
reduction of only 44 per cent.

When the vote is taken upon the Hill bill and the solid Demo-
cratic majority vote against it, as I expect they will, I give
Democratic Members notice now that they will have some ex-
plaining to do in the fall campaign. It will not suffice for them
to rail against the Payne-Aldrich law.

It is a matier of sincere regret to me that the Republican
minority of the Committee on Ways and Means has not seen
fit to indorse the Hill bill in a minority report or offer any bill
revising the cotton schedule, I believe the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. HirL] is the only member of the Republican
minority that proposes affirmative action upon the part of the
Republicans revising the cotton schedule. n

At the special session last year when this same bill was
under consideration and just before its passage the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PayNe] made the following motion to
recommit the bill:

Mr. Pay~e moves to recommit the bill H. R. 12812 to the Committee
on Ways and Means, with instructions to that committee to hold the
bill in eommittee until the Tarlff Board makes report to Congress of the
information secured by said Tariff Board in regard to the production,
manufacture, use, and consumption of cotton goods, and especially
covering every element of the cost of production, and to report said biil
back to the House with such provisions and amendments as it may

deem proper after examination and consideration of the information
80 reported by the Tarlff Board.

The Tariff Board has reported now. The Democratic majority
has ignored that report and apparently a majority of the
Republican minority of the Committee on Ways and Means has
also voted to ignore it, for otherwise they would have presented
as a minority a bill revising the eotton schedule.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. LONGWORTH. With regard to the action taken origi-
nally by the minority upon the Hill bill, I can state to the gen-
tleman that it came at a time when definite assurance, prac-
tically, had been given by the leader of the majority that a cot-
ton bill would not be reported at this session of Congress. This
meeting was called with only a day’s notice, and it was the first
time that any members of the minority committee had an op-
portunity to inspect the bill offered by Mr. Hmr. Therefore
definite action was not taken for the reason stated at the time
that the members of the minority desired some further time
to look into it.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Speaker, I do not, of course, question
the statement of the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr, HILL. Mr. Speaker, I concur in the statement of the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Speaker, if the minority members of
the Committee on Ways and Means shall vote for this Hill bill .
when the vote is taken, then I shall regard it as a complete
explanation.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I will state to the gentle-
man that he will be satisfied to some extent, at any rate.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Speaker, I, of course, in reading the
report assumed that that was the action of the minority com-
mittee—it so states that they did not propose to offer any
aflirmative legislation, and I am satisfied, I say, if that was the
attitude of the minority of the committee it does not represent
the wishes or the sentiments of the Republican membership of
this House.

An overwhelming majority of the Republicans in this House
are gincere in their desire that this question be investigated by
a Tariff Board, and after investigation honestly and impar-
tially made, they are willing to act upon that information. I
am confident that the Hill bill will receive practically the
unanimous support of this side of the House.

In line with the position taken by a majority of the Repub-
lican members of the Committee on Ways and Means is the
attitude of the American Protective Tariff League. As is well
known, the American Protective Tariff League vigorously op-
posed the creation of a Tariff Board, and no tariff could be
placed so high that wounld not meet with its approval. Its
membership is made up very largely of that class of citizens
who seem to believe that the great purpose of the Constitution
of the United States was to protect industrial wrongs. They
are loud in their profession of fealty to * constitutional gov-
ernment.” They denounce at every opportfunity any change in
the Constitution, and they grow red in the face condemning
such revolutionary theories as the initiative, referendum, and
recall. That is, they do that when they fear that those things
may interfere in the slightest degree with their control of gov-
ernment and their special privilege existing by virtue of that
control.

But such things do not seem dangerous when they would
liké .to use them for their own purposes, to illustrate which I
wish to gquote from a letter received by me—mno doubt similar
letters were received by other Members—from Wilbur F. Wake-
man, treasurer and general secretary of the Protective Tariff
League:

We earnestly recommend that all tariff reduction measures should
be submitted to the people of this country in November. We mean by
this that the measures now pro and pending shall be submitted to
the voters of this country, and we have not a doubt as to what the
voters of this country wi.l decide. !

Reference of these measures to the “ mob,” or to the * bleach-
ers,” as my friend from Kansas, Mr. CaMPBELL, would term it,
advocated by the treasurer and general secretary of the Amer-
fcan Protective Tariff ILeague! Evidently they regard the
referendum as a,most meritorious thing when used to delay
action against the public interest, but a vicious thing when
used in the public interest.

I am not one who fears to submit these matters at the coming
election, as is suggested by the American Protective Tariff
League, but I want definite proposals by the Democratic Party
and definite proposals by the Republican Party as to just what
they propose to do, as is done in this case by the gentleman
from Connecticnt [Mr. Hirr].

But there is no occasion for delaying action. If the people
disapprove of any action taken by either Republicans or Demo-
erats, that disapproval will find itself evidenced in fariff legis-
lation enacted at a special session of Congress in 1913,
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If the Republican membership of this House shall, in the
consideration of this measure, show their sincerity in advoeat-
ing a tariff board by voting for the Hill bill, which will be pro-
posed, their action will do much to insure a Republican ma-
jority in the next House. [Prolonged applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

Mr, PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining?
. The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York has 533
minutes remaining.

Mr. PAYNE. AMr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. GREEN]. =

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Speaker, I favor the bill intro-
duced by the gentleman from Connectient and shall be unable,
in any event, to vote for the bill presented by the Democratic
majority. I voted for the La Follette wool bill, although I did
not like its general plan, and considered it imperfect in many
respects, because I believed it removed the most objectionable
features in the present law ; but when this opportunity of remov-
ing these objectionable features and offering relief against them
to the people was given to our Democratic friends, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Harrisox], speaking for them, told
us that they would revise the tariff in their own time, in their
own way, and absolutely according to their own plan, or not at
all. For myself this reply was not unexpected. They will have

- an opportunity now to accept a bill which corrects the errors
in the cotton schedule and affords the consumer all proper relief.
I expect their answer to the proposition made through the bill
presented by the gentleman from Connecticut will be the same
as before, but I imagine there will be hereafter less of the talk
~on their part that they desire to relieve the consumer by lower-
ing the tariff rate, and certainly they must abandon their claim
that the Republican Party is not willing to do anything in this
direction.

If the Underwood bill, now presented by the Demoecratic
majority, removed any of the objectionable features of the
present law, or corrected any evil growing out of it, without
causing a greater injury, I trust I am not such a hidebound
partisan that I would be unwilling to accept it; but the fact is
that it makes no improvement on the present law in any direc-
tion, corrects no evil existing in it, and must inevitably injure
our manufacturers if put in foree.

What can be-said in defense of a bill, from the standpoint of
any . Republican, which raises the tariff on goods which are
manufactured cheaper here than abroad—upon which the tariff
is now prohibitory—but which lowers the duty on goods which
are already being imported in large quantities? The great bulk
of the cotton goods used in this country are manufactured at
home and sold at a less price than they can be bought abroad
and shipped here. TUpon this class of goods the rates are now
prohibitory. The Democratic bill leaves them prohibitory, and
even Increases them in some instances. The substantial redue-
tions that are made by the Democratic bill are in conneection
with the goods as to which our manufacturers now with diffi-
culty compete with. foreigners and which, as a rule, are used
more largely by people in comfortable circumstances.

On the former discussion of the Democratic bill the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Hirrisox] admitted that the rates
had been raised on some gpades, and excused the raise on the
ground that the importations of the goods on which the duties
were thus raised were inconsiderable and that the rates had
been lowered where the importations had been large. I did
not expect to find that the bill had in fact taken a form so
absurd, but an examination of it shows that a large portion of it
is so drawn as to effectively condemn it.

Lest this statement should seem overdrawn, I propose to sups
port it by a few illustrations, of which I could give 2 large
number did my time permit.. During the former debate ¢ this
bill it was shown from the report that accompanied it (aat a
very small quantity of bleached muslin cloth, valued not to
exceed 9 cents per yard, was imported in 1910. The duty on
this, according to the same report, was less than 11 per cent
ad valorem, and the small gquantity imported showed that it was
practically prohibitory. This rate is raised by the Underwood
bill to 20 per cent. Perhaps a better illustration of how the
Democratic bill works out is found in sample No. 9, referred to
in the table of samples given in the tariff report. It is bleached
cheesecloth, and is manufactured in this country and sold at the
wmills for 2.62 cents. -The selling price in England is 2.62 cents.
In such an instance even a nominal tariff of 5 per cent, proposed
by the Hill bill, is unnecessary, but the Underwood bill keeps it
at 20 per cent. Unbleached sheeting containing not to exceed
100 threads to the square inch is now quoted by all the mills
of this country at lower prices than at the mills of England, yet
the duiy on this clnss of goods is kept in the Underwood bill at
frem 15 to 20 per cent. Sample No. 19 of the Tariff Board,
hleachell Persian lawn, is made cheaper in this country than

abroad. The Underwood bill puts a tariff on it of 25 per cent.
Sample 46, bleached and printed organdie, is also manufactured
here cheaper, and again the Underwood bill puts a 25 per cent
rate upon it. In the list of 100 samples of various kinds of
cloth given in the Tariff Board's report, 40 are shown to be sold
at a less price in this country than abroad without any duty,
but the Underwood bill still maintains a high rate upon these
goods.

Where the rate is prohibitory, to make a new rate which is
still prohibitory means nothing. It is a change, but a change
that is needless and useless. Staple cotton goods, as I have be-
fore stated, are sold in this country at the mill doors for less
than they can be bought abroad. What excuse can be given
for maintaining rates of which the insiances given above are
fair examples? Why not bring them down to those fixed by the
Republican bill introduced by the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. Hrrr]? I know of no good reason and none can be givens
unless it be that these goods are largely manufactured by the
southern mills; that the southern Demoerats are now in con-
trol and ready to slash the rates that apply only to the prod-
ucts of the northern mills, but mdintain them prohibitory as
to factory products of the South. It is true that most of these
rates are lower than those under the present law, but the
present law affects nobody and injures no one on these staples
as to which the American mill is already the cheapest place in
all the world at which to buy them. The rates of the Demo-
cratic bill are not low enough to affect these mills if they saw
fit to go into a combination, rumors of which are now in the air.
For real reduction on these goods we must look to the Republi-
can bill, which imposes on them merely a nominal rite,

If the majority desires to eradicate an evil that has grown
up under the present law, it might have found an opportunity
under the thread schedule, The combination of the thread
manufacturers has resulted in the formation of one of the
few ftrusts known to the cotton industry. It would have been
supposed, after all the outery which has been made on the
other side against trusts, that this combination would have re-
ceived a cut in rates deeper than in any other line. A reduc-
tion was indeed made, but it was not one that will in the
slightest way affect this trust. It should have gone far lower—
as the Republican bill does.

When we come to schedules as to which our manufacturers
now compete with difficulty with the foreigners, and of which
the imports are large and increasing, we find that tlie revenne
prineiple upen which the Democratic bill was framed has been
relentlessly applied. As a matter of course, if severe cuts are
made in these schedules the importations will largely increase
and we will receive more revenue, but as we do not need the
revenue it would hardly seem advisable even from a Démocratic
standpoint, and certainly this plan can commend itself to no
Republican. If more goods are imported, the inevitable result
is the displacement of our manufactures and a loss of wages to
our workingmen. If the tariff is to be framed for revenue only,
this is immaterial. For those, however, who wish to see our
money kept at home and our wage earners given employment,
this is a matter of the highest importance.

An example of how the bill was framed in relation to goods
now imported in large guantities abroad is found in the plush
schedule, which is reduced by the Underwood bill more than
40 per cent, and in the report accompanying this bill it was
estimated that the 1910 exporis would increase under it about
$267,000, As a matter of fact, they increased over $1,400,000
without any change in the law, and now it is proposed to nearly
cut the rate in two by the Underwood bill. The result of such
a proposition will be simply to close the Amerlean mills withont
any appreciable benefit to the consumer and with a great loss to
American labor.

Heretofore, whenever the cotton schedule was mentioned,
gentlemen on the other side have presented some tables, made
by I know not whom, showing inordinate profits claimed to have
been made by some of the great mills which manufacture staple
cotton goods. The accuracy of these tables has been denled, but
1 care nothing about the question so raised at this time. Has
this-bill sought to reach the great mills? No. It strikes at the
small manufacturer—the plush-goods makers, the knit-goods
industry, the makers of chenille, and the like. In these goods
the imports are already large and increasing. Of the plush
goods there was three times as much imported in 1911 as in
1910: of chenille twice as much. So severe reductions in the
rates on these goods, as are contemplated by the Underwood
bill, simply means that in many branches the American mills
and manufacturers will no longer be able to compete and must
give way to the foreign producers.

The hosiery schedule, as it now stands, may be admitted to be
faulty in some respects, especially in that the duty on cheap hose
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ought to be lowered, The small mills making hosiery are scattered
all over the country, and the gentleman from Connecticut, in
preparing the Republican bill, cut this schedule to the bone.
My own calculations, taken from the report of the Tariff Board,
would indicate that the industry could not stand the rafes
which he proposed, but I have such a high opinion of him as
an authority on this subject that I yield out of deference to his
views. The Democratic majority, not content with these rates,
proceeded to go still further and lower and make up a hosiery
schedule which, according to the report of the Tariff Board,
would close every hosiery mill in this country except those
making certain brands of a class nof easily obtained abroad.
What reason can be given for this? On the former discussion
of this bill the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]
was asked by the gentleman from New York if he did not know,
that hosiery and stockings, considering the quality, were cheaper
in this country than ever before, nothwithstanding an advance
of from 25 to 50 per cent in the cost of cotton. The gentleman
from Alabama did not deny the claim thus made, but said that
it was because of a Republican panic. Where was the “ panic”?
The same kind of a * panic” now prevails and the same prices
on hosiery are maintained. Who is there that does not know
that hosiery is cheaper than it was 20 years ago? If there is
any doubt upon the subject, I would refer to table No. 4, given
by Senator Burron in his recent speech on the cost of living,
which shows the scale of prices on hosiery for each year since
1890. Hosiery is somewhat higher than it was 10 years ago,
but the advance is not equal to the proportionate advance in
wages or in other commodities. No one claims that there is
any trust among the hosiery mills; on the contrary, it is ae-
knowledged that there is the keenest competition between them.
This is the only country in the world in which you can buy at
any price hose warranted to stand any kind of wear for six
months. What reason can be given then for destroying this
industry which produced nearly $60,000,000 worth of manu-
factured products in 19097

The knit-goods industry, which is so seriously affected by the
Demoeratie bill, paid $44,000,000 in wages to the American work-
ingman, by him again to be distributed to the farmers and other
workingmen who supplied the articles that entered into his
living expenses.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. HarrisoN] stated that
the Democratic Members of this House were sent herg by the
consumers and were interested in the consumers alone. Like
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor], I know of no
one who is merely a consumer except the tramp and individuals
whose occupation is that of collecting rents or cutting off cou-
pons. The producer and cousumer must stand together. I speak
for perhaps the largest class of producers—the American
farmer—who has learned by bitter experience that when the
mills are closed and the wages of their operatives stop that the
market for his produce is gone. He knows that money sent
abroad to buy manufactured goods does not find its way back
to him. He has found that he and the mill worker must stand
together hand in hand to maintain adequate wages for one and
a home market for the other,

It is no argument to say that because the Republican hill
averages somewhat lower than the Underwood bill that there-
fore Republicans should be willing to accept it. Averages are
no criterion for that purpose. One might as well tell a farmer
that a harness which was weak here and there but had increased
strength somewhere else averaged well, or that a wagon tongue
that was unnecessarily heavy in front and weak to the point
of danger at the rear averaged stronger than one which was
made of the proper dimensions, or that a corn planter that
dropped one kernel in one hill and five in others was averag-
ing the right number. Each separate item of a tariff bill might
be utterly wrong and yet be of the same average as one prop-
erly prepared. The reductions in the Hill bill, while far beyond
some of those in the Underwood bill in some items, continue to
give the active, energetic, and up-to-date manufacturer an op-
portunity to pursue his business and give employment to his
men on the American scale of wages, the highest known in the
world. The Underwood bill would accomplish nothing exeept
to Tuin the manufacturer in certain lines and deprive his em-
ployees of their wages.

I have taken the figures which I present from the report of
the Tariff Board. It is not necessary at this time to make any
defense of this board. The Underwood bill itself furnishes an
unanswerable argument in defense of the Tariff Board report.
Who is there that does not know that the Underwood bill would
not have been drawn in its present form if the report had been
in existence when the bill was prepared? The bill now is only
adhered to beeausa to change it would be only to admit the
necessity of a Tariff Board, and it would be necessary for the
pew bill to run the gauntlet of another caucus.

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr., Hirr] frankly admits
that were it not for the information supplied by the Tariff
Board he would not have thought it possible to make the re-
ductions proposed by his bill, and what excuse is given by
the Democratic majority for not accepting the rates proposed
by him? None whatever, except the statement made by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Harrisox] to which I have
already referred, namely, that the majority proposed to revise
the tariff in its own way or not at all. I leave it for the public
to judge whether this is any defense of the bill in which I
have shown such glaring defects to exist.

A favorite phrase with the Members of the Democratic ma-
Jority when discussing their tardff bills is that they desire to
lessen the burdens which rest upon the people. Even the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxpeswoop] has
adopted it.

Well, the Democratic Party has established a reputation as
a burden lifter through tariff legislation. By the Wilson bill
it took from the workingman the burden of labor and left
him free to tramp the road. It took from the manufacturer
the burden of keeeping his mill in motion, for nobody had
money with which to buy his products. It took from the mer-
chant the burden of attending to his business, for it left him
no business which needed his attention. It took from the
farmer the burden of hauling his crops to market, for it left
him no market worth the hauling,

The Democratic Party never has given the country tariff
legislation which has not been followed by financial depression
and commercial distress. It has never enacted a tariff measure
which after six months of trial the people have not clamored to
have torn from our statute books. When sufficient time has
expired so that a new generation of voters has appeared on the
scene and the memory of its former actions has become some-
what faded, then it seeks to beguile the public once more by
raising the cry that a tariff for revenue only would benefit the
consumer. It may create a wave of discontent upon which it
will ride into power, but history will repeat itself and the peo-
ple, taught again by bitter experience, will return to take up
those principles which have given the laborer employment at
the highest wages paid anywhere on the broad earth; which
have furnished a market for the crops of the farmer and a de-
mand for the products of the manufacturer; which has kept
trade and commerce in motion and given a degree of prosperiiy
to this Nation that has never before been equaled. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
[Mr. ApAmsonN].

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, the following official Iletter
was given to the public press by the writer at the same time
that it was sent to the recipient. It is deemed perfectly proper
that it should be disclosed for the benefit of Congress; there-
fore_ I submit it under leave to extend my remarks in the
RECORD, .

The letter is as follows:

I yield to the gentleman from Georgia

WAR DEPARTMENT,
Washington, July 30, 1912,
Hon. W. C. ADAMSON,
Chairman Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commeree, )
House of Representativss.

My Drar Me. ApaMmsox: I have had brought to my attention the
report of your committee on the omnibus dam bill (H. R. 25882), in
which you discuss my objections to the said bill in its grcsent form. I
have also had brought to my attention the debate in the House yester-
day on the same subject.

fon guite misunderstand my position if yon think that the gquestion
of the right to obtain compensation for the Federal Government from
the grantees of the privileges conveyed by these bills Is merely theoretic.
On the contrary, it is one of the most practical ?uestlons confronting
the War Department at the present time. One of the most important
engineering projects now confronting the country is the method of im-
prm’lg&! our navigable rivers by what is known as the * slack-water"
method. This method is applicable to a very large number of rivers
in this country, which in thelr natural condition are too swift or too
shallow for ord{narg commerce. 'The method consists in bullding
throughout the length of these rivers a series of dams, by which the
river is converted Into a succession of deep pools adequate for com-
merce of a far more Important character than what could use the river
in its unimproved condition. In fact, many rivers which are not capable
in thelr natural state of being u at all commercially can by this
method be made useful and avallable for important commerce.

As you may know, under sanction of Congress this * slack-watsr™
meth of Improvement is being applied already to very many of our
rivers, including the Ohio, the Monongahela, the Muskingum, the Little
Kanawha, the Great Kanawha, the Big Sandy, the Kentucky, the Green,
and Barren Rivers, and very many others unnecessary now to ennmer-
ate., The method, however, is an exf)enslve one, and on account of its
cost the Nation has as yet been unable to extend it to countless streams
where it would be very useful, .

Most of the dams thus constructed in a * slack-water " Improvement,
particularly in the rapid portions of the streams, will create water
power of commercial value. Now, it is manifest that unless the com-
mercial valuoe of the water waer thus created can be applied by Con-
gress toward continuing and extending this method of improvement of
the stream In question a very much greater financial burden for the
improvement of the stream will fall upon the general taxpayers of the
country and will therefore necessarily retard and postpone the Im-
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provement of our rivers for navigation. On the other hand, if Con
avails itself of this asset and applies it to the improvement of the
navigation of our rivers the Nation will be very much more speedily
placed in the conditlon of having all of its rivers available for
commerce,

Again, as a matter of constitutional law, I can not see that it makes
the slightest diference whether the Federal Government bullds these
dams in the first place at its own expense, thereby, as is generall
agreed, obtalning for itself the value of the water power thus created,
or whether, assuming that the stream is navigable and the dam an
element in the improvement of the stream, the Government chooses to
have the dam constructed by a Privnte person as its agent, giving to the
private person In return for his action a rtion of the value of the
witer power created. By thus combining the improvement of the river
for navigation with the legitimate desire of private parties to develop
water power in that neighborhood a great improvement in the naviga-
tion otp the river ean be initiated through this cooperation at a time
when otherwise the improvement might be indefinitely delayed. What
the Government has the right to do by itself in the interest of mavi-
gation it can do through the agency of another,

Now, 1 am informed by the Chief of Enginecrs that every one of the
rivers included in the omnibus dam bill (II. R. 25882) is susceptible of
improvement by the * slack-water " method, and that each of the dams
for which the permit is asked wil create pools which may be made
available for such an imxrovement. My former recommendations to

ou, when the bills were first sent me, were intended to bring out this
act. Unless this bill is amended so as to give to the SBecretary of War
authority to exact proper compensation for the right thus created and
to apply it to the future improvement of the navigation of the river
by other dams, I do not belleve that I have authority under the general
dam act to exact such compensation. While Its construction is not
free from doubt, I belleve that the compensation which the general
dam act authorizes the Becretary of War to exact would be limited to
compensation sufficlent to maintain the physical condition of the dam
and its locks, and, if necessary, to compel the dam to be torn down
or modified should it in future be deemed an obstruction In the river.
If you agree with me in the propositions I have heretofore attempted to
set ont, I think you will agree with me that Congress should not leave
the power of the Secretary of War in these premises in nn{ goubt or
confusion. In the report of your committee you do not inform me
flntly whether your view coincides or differs with mine on this point.
You do not, in other words, inform me whether you think that the con-
ditions which the general dam act authorizes me to impose will inclade
compensation of the character which I have outlined above. In the
interest of harmonious eooperation by my department with your com-
mittee on a subject within our joint jurisdiction and which is of such
a great public importance, I should be very glad if you would kindly
advise me as to this question.

The development and utilization of these water powers is a most im-
portant matter and should not be delayed. The development of the
navigability of our rivers for commerce 18 of H}lual importanee and
merits equally prompt treatment. A solution, t erefore, which will

rmit both 5evelopments to go hand in hand and by which the in-
erests of the public will be protected and not sacrificed should not be
retarded through uncertainty or ambiguity in the phraseology Pt a
statute.

Very respectfully, HENRY L. STIMSOX,
o E Becretary of War.

It is equally appropriate that the following official reply to
the foregoing letter should be communicatea to Congress and to
the public, therefore, at the same time that the letter is trans-
mitted to the War Department. I submit it also to the consid-
eration of Congress under the same permission to extend my
remarks in the Recomp.

The letter is as follows:

House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE 0N INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D. C., August 1, 1912,
Hon, H. L. STIMB0N,
Seeretary of War, Washington, D. C.

DeAR Mgr. SecreETarY: I have received yonr communication of the
80th ultimo In relation to certain dam bills now pending, 1 appreciate
the, kindly spirit of your letter and assure you that, in common with
the committee over which I have the honor to preside, I appreciate
our situation and honor your high character and great ability. I
would be glad to secure your cooperation in promoting the 1n_terests of
the people by permitting progress en the projects in question. Your letter

resonts a singular admixture of correct statement of facts long well
nown, unwarranted conclusions, and erroneous opinions of both law
and fact.

Your apt description of the shoal rivers of the country, the method

in vogue to a limited extent of pooling them by dams to permit slack-
water navigation, clearly depicts the situation apparent to us 15
years o when we undertook the jon and preparation of a
enemﬁam act to serve the double purpose of alding the Government
o hasten the navigation of those streams by consenting for the owners
of the shoals and the riparian lands to devel:‘i: their water power and
use it at their own expense. It was estimated that projects had been
approved to the amount of about §400,000,000 to be promoted by the
Government at the cost of the Treasury.

There were other streams and parts of streams, however, capable of
navigation by the slack-water method where no projects had n ap-
proved and where the Government had no purpose of gpending a
money In the near future. To make these navigable it was estima
would require about $600,000,000 more. The people who needed the
transportation to be afforded h{ those rivers were dismayed by the
remote prospect of improvement by the Federal Government at the rate
of progress being made. Nobody belleved that the billion dollars nec-
essary to improve all of those streams would be expended by the Gov-
ernment in ecenturles. It is slow progress being made toward the
completion of even the approved projects. Many shoals on the streams
where no ?rojects had undertaken nor even considered by the
Government invited the development of valuable water power, which,
by the dams constructed, would create ponds or lakes and make navi:
gation of large extent and value. Yet, as the Federal Government as-
gerted jurisdiction over every stream any part of which was nominally
navigable, dams could not be built therein without the consent of the
Government. Where the Government was willing to incur the expense
of the lock and dam, acquiring property ﬂfhtl. and paying for riparian
rights, and all other expenses, it would thereby become the fro
owner as well as the sovereign. As such owner the premises it woul

also own the power generated and could sell or lease it. 'The former
owners having been paid by the Government for the land taken or over-
flowed by Its action, purchase, or condemnation wounld be satisfled and
the consumers of power would be content to lease it from the Govern-

ment.

The difficulty was the projects were so numerous and expensive that
it was and still is Impracticable for the Government to construct and
operate all those enterprises rapidly enough to promote the interests
of the people, the development of the country, and the navigation of
the rivers. So the general dam act was formulated, not to operate on
Government projects at all, but to permit the owners of shoals and
riparian lands to improve the water power on sites where the Federal
Government had neither approved nor contemplated any projects on
condition that. the structures should conform to the direction of and
meet the approval of-the War Department, so as to foster and promote
navigation harmony with any present ideas on the subject of im-
proving the streams or any plans that might be adopted in the future,
to that end even ﬁivi.ng way and going out of existence if subsequently

lans should be adopted Inconslstent with the use of the structure. In
.that act we did not trench at all upon any enterprise or right of the
Government as to any projects or Interests of its own, but l[imited its
scope to granting the consent of the Government for property owners to
utilize their property which the Government was not ready to take or
to use, on condition that In so using their own property the owner
should conform to any general plans for the improvement of the stream
and help the Government by such structure as would promote navigabil-
ity, which the Government might not yet be ready to promote at Its
oWl expense.

Some of the conditions which the Secretary of YWar may impose in
approving plans are ss follows, taked from the general dam act:

* Such dam shall not be built or commenced until the plans and specl-
fieatlons for such dam and all accessory works, together with such
drawings of the proposed construction and such map of the prolwsed
location as may required for a full understanding of the subject,
have been submitted to the Secretary of War and the Chlef of Fngi-
neers for their approval, nor until they shall have agproved such plans
and specifications and t'he location of such dam and accessory works;
and when the plans and specifications for any dam to be constructed
under the provisions of this act have been approved by the Chief of
Engineers and by the Secretarf of War it shall not be lawful to deviate
from such plans or specifications either before or after completion of
the structure unless the modification of such plans or specifications has
g‘rev[ously been submitted to and received the approval of the Chief of
ingineers and of the Becretary of War: Provided, That In a prnvlng
the plans, specifications, and location for any dam, such conditions an
stipulations may be imposed as the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary
of War may deem necessary to protect the present and future interests
of the United States, which may include the condition that the persons
constructing or maintaining such dam shall construct, maintain, and
operate, without expense to the United States, in connectlon with any
dam and accesso or appurtenant works, a lock or locks, booms,
sluices, or any other structure or structures which the Becretary of
War and the Chief of Engineers or Congress at any time ma eem
necessary in the interests of navigation, in accordance with such plans
as they may approve, and that whenever Congress shall authorize
the construction of a lock or other structures for navigation purposes
in connegtion with such dam, the persons g such dam shall con-
vey to e United States, free of cost, title to such land as may be
required for such constructions and approaches, and shall grant to the
United States free water power or power generated from water power
for building and operating such constructions: Provided further, That
In acting upon said plans as aforesaid the Chief of Engineers and the
Becretary of War shall consider the bearing of said structure upon a
comprehensive plan for the improvement of the waterway over which
it is to be comstructed with a view to the promotion of its navigable
quality and for the full development of water power; and, as a part
of the conditions and stipulations Imposed by them, shall provide for
improving and developing navigatlon, and fix such charge or charges
for the {)rlvt]ege ranted as may be sufficient to restore conditions w?th
respect to navigability as exintin{ at the time such prlviletge be granted
or reimburse the United States for doing the same, and for such addi-
tional or further expense as may be incurred by the United States with
reference to such project, lndndlm; the cost of anf investigations neces-
sary for approval of t‘;lans and of such supervision of counstructlon as
may be necessary in the interests of the United States.

- L - L] ® - [

“ Bec. 2. That the right is hereby reserved to the United States to
construet, maintain, and operate, in connection with any dam bulilt in
accordance with the provisions of this act, a suitable lock or locks,
booms, slulces, or any other structures for navigation purposes, and at
all times to control the said dam and the level of the pool caused by

sald dam to such an extent as may be necessary to proyide proper-

facilities for navigation.

“*8ec. 3. That the persons constructing, maintaining, or operating
any dam or appurtenant or accessory works, in accordance with the
Hmvisinna of this act, shall be llable for any damage that may be in-

icted thereby upon private property, either by overflow or otherwise.
The persons owning or operating any such dam, or accessory works,
subject to the provisions of this act, shall maintain, at their own ex-

nse, such lights and other signals thereon and such fishways as the

ecretary of Commerce and Labor shall preseribe, and for failure so to do
in any respect ghall be deemed gullty of a misdemeanor and subject to
a fine of not less than $500, and each month of such failure shall con-
sil:gutettxr separate offense and subject such persons to additional pen-
alties therefor.

“ 8ec. 4. That all rights acquired under this act shall cease and be
determined if the person, company, or corporation acquiring such rights
shall, at any time, fail, after receiving reasonable notice thereof, to
comply with any of the provisions and requirements of the act, or with
any of the stipulations and conditions that may be prescribed as afore-
said by the Chief of Hngineers and the Secretary of War, including
the payment into the Treasury of the United States of the charges
provided for by section 1 of this act: Provided, That Congress may re-
voke any rights conferred in gursuance of this act whenever it Is neces-
sary for public use. o And provided also, That the anthority
granted under or in pursuance of the provisions of this act shall ter-
minate at the end of a period not to exceed GO years from the date
of the original approval of the project under this act, unless sooner
revoked as herein provided or Congress shall otherwise direct.

L * - - - -

']

“ ggrc. 7. That the rlight to alter, amend, or repeal this act is here
expressly reserved as to any and all dams which may be construet
in accordance with the provisions of this act, and the United States
ghall incur no labllity for the alteration, amendment, or repeal thereof
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to the owner or owners or any other persons interested In any dam
whlcE sball have been constructed in acocrdance with it:i provl.simla."

Bevere palns and penalties follow the disregard of those conditions
when imposed or if projects be undertaken before they are imposed.
Every Interest of the Government is safeguarded if the Secretary of
War does his duty in accordance with the provisions of the act. In
your former letters you suggested that the pendln% bill be so amended
ag to authorize you to regulate the charfos and the relations between
the power company and the consumers, also to authorize you “ 1o fix a
charge for the privilege granted.” I re!ﬁ)cctmlly suggest that when the
transmission wires cross State lines and the company engnges in busi-
ness between different States there is no doubt that then, and not
until then, the right and power of Federal regulation attaches under
the commerce clause of Lthe Constitution. Otherwise the Federal Gov-
ernment has no concern with those relations, which are strietly within
the jurisdiction reserved excluslvelg to the States. In every bill re-
ported we have expressly required State action and responsibility as a
condition of consent by providing in every instance where the promot-
ers are not already shown to be authorized by the State that the consent
shall take effect only when so authorized by the State wherein located.

Your other demand, which seems to be the leading if not the main
tople of your last letter, is that the Secretary of War be authorized
by amendment of each bill to * charge for the privilege granted,” and
{ou ask whether or not that power is clearly conferred npon you by
he general dam act. There is no doubt that the act authorizes you
“to fix charges for the privileges granted,” for it expressly says so.

The dificulty arises from inability to agree as to what constitutes
the Erlvllege granted. We believe the consent to be to build a dam on
the builder's own land at the builder's own expense and risk, in strict
accord with plans and purposes of the Government in order, without
expense to the Government, to create slack-water navigation for the
Government as complete and satisfactory as if the Government had

curred the expense of several hundred thousand dollars to accom-
plish the improvement, which, it seems to us, constitutes some com-
pensation for the privilege, The power of control, condemnation, and
taxation over the promoters, their customers, and their prnper?‘. is in
the State. I observe that in reporting on two bills progoaing ams at
one site you insist on the same conditions where a city desired to build
a dam for public utility as you sought to impose on a water-power
company. It seems to me your argument led you up to a rather strange
position when you failed to relax or modify your insistence at that

oint. The general dam act confers upon you all the powers in respect
o fixing compensation that Congress can constitutionally delegate. The
difficulty in making progress under the general dam act is not found in
peril to the rights of the Government or of the ple, but consists in
securing or, rather, failing to secure capital available to assume the
burdens and risks of operation under the conditions imposed. Capi-
talists hesitate to operate and build under the hard and possibly un-
protitable exactions of the general dam act. Your suggestion of a
scheme by which the Government can make the landowner the agent
of the Government, gr:;\tultom:l{1 to build, at his own expense on his
own land, a lock and dam which he will operate for the benefit of the
Government and under the direction of the Government as to navi-
gation and in addition give to the Government the profits from water

wer with which the Government may build another dam is a splendid
dea if you can find capitalists easy enough to be worked that way, but
practical experience falls to find that kind of capitalists.

As to the 10 projects pending, it is indicated by the reports of your
engineers that the Government will probably not undertake the im-
provement of navigation on any of the streams involved for generations
to come, but that the prospect of profitable water power may induce
capitalists to promote slack-water navigation for the benefit of the
Government and the people, under the direction of the Government, If
permitted to use the water power developed at their own expense for
the benefit of themselves and the people, thereby relieving the people
from the oppressive exactions of coal and transportation monopolies.

The only exception among the 10 projects is the one on the site of
Lock and Dam No. 18, on the Coosa River, which is one of thirty-odd
projects planned by the Government more than a quarter of a century

ago. Only three or four of the thirty-odd dams have been constructed
on a stream which the expenditure of fifteen or twenty million dollars
would convert into the most important domestic waterway in this or
any other country, providing cheap transportation for over 900 miles
of river through the best country and among the best people the world
ever saw. Yet with all the prevalent talk by people who do not cor-
rectly apprehend existing conditions, this work of such transcendant
importance is held in abeyance, the Government falling to proceed
itself and mis{.mided objectors refusing to allow its accomplishment by
private ecapital on terms alike beneficial to the promoters, the Govern-
ment, and the public, Reporting that project is an exceptlion to our
rile and was not originally contemplated by the general dam act, but
the Government is not proceeding with It nor with about 30 others on
the same stream. In this case capitalists propose to take up the plans
of the Government, build the dam and lock as specified by the Govern-
ment, save the Government all expense, lRmmﬂte the navigation by a
long pool bf slack water, and comply wt an{ terms the Secretary of
War may !}t&pase. He has it under the Immediate care and supervision
of the Board of Engineers, and there is no posslhilit-{

to anybody if the Becretary of War and the Chie

their duty.

As to these 10 projects, I think you are demanding a great deal, and
I trust you will not use your powerful official position and personal in-
fluence to obstruct and arrest the universal evelo?ment of resources

romised in these projects for the rellef of ple all over the country
rom the clutches of monopoly and trusts to enmable them to enjoy pros-
perity in their day and generation. I know you would not urpoaeP do
80, but your views are contrary to the reports of your engineers; ¥hey
are in conflict with the opinions of lawyers and practieal business men
everywhere and inimical to the interests of all the people.

Instend of conserving resources, as vainly pretended by some people,
those views oppose progress, deny to the geopm the use of the Egunty
with which nature has blessed them, and antagonize local authority
and responsibility. But you may be right, and we may be wrong, on
these propositions. If you think so, please advise those Members of
Congress who entertain your views to refrain from obstruetion and
objections which prevent consideration of those bills. It Is impossible
to debate or amend them unless their consideration is permitted. Let
them withdraw their objections to consideration and then offer on the
floor of the House the amendments you suggest. Then the amendments
can be debated and voted upon, but not otherwise. That is the only
fair and candid course to pursue.
amendments, it will certainly be able to do so, regar
If those who insist on amendment will only be consistent an

of loss or injury
of Engineers do

If Congress wishes to adopt those
dless of our ci:{:n;it\!tm,
permit

Congrass to consider and vote upon their amendments. Our own view
is that even if you are correct in insistlnf on your amendments, they
oufht to be placed on the general dam act Instead of In each particular
bill. We have now taken up sgain the consideration of amending the
general dam act. We think it wise to promote harmony in a general .
plan by a general act, rather than to make the varlous Individual Lilla
extended and inharmonious codes of contradictory provisions. We shall
ask you and all other objectors and critics to furnish us suggestions
and drafts of proposed amendments. So anxiods are we to permit
p! , development, and Fmsperlty among the ple that, as far as
right and reason may permit, we are willing to yield our views in order
to obviate the objections of those persons in and out of official life who
obstruct the concurrent development of water power and promotion of
navigation, which by falr treatment to property owners and constitu-
tional recognition of local and persomal authority and right may be
secured without cost to the Government.

There I3 a t evil connected with the subject never mentioned in
the many reformatory suﬁgeaﬂcms offered. The more drastic the terms
of our consent the less able are the ordinary citizens of moderate means
to develop their water-power sites, which but for Federal embargo they
would be able to improve in a manner commensurate with their finan-
cial ability. TUnable to hold unremunerative Ero rty, they are forced
to sell on the best terms obtainable to those who have the money. The
Purchasers buy up many of these sites, not for the sole &urpose of
mproving them and charging high prices for the power, which seems to
be the only thing dreaded by the erities of the general dam act. The
States can regulate those charges, and, unhampered by Federal claims,
could and would regulate the property rights. The purchasers may
sell one at a high price to somebody else to develop and hold the other
sites on speculation, or tbey may, and often do, Improve one and hold
all the others to prevent their Improvement to create competition.
That is the most common form of the evil, though if the Government
seeks to Improve one or more of the sites for navtfstlon it finds the
difficulty and expense of condemnation to be prohibitive. Development
of water power and navigation is halted by the effective holdup, unless
the Government submits to terms which enrich the masters of the
situation. The public will welcome a remedy by amendment of the
general dam act, the amendment or enforcement of the antitrust act,
or by any other method, but all the other suggestions made sink into
Insignificance in comparison with the trouble herein referred to.

ith high regards and best wishes,
Yours, truly, W. C. ApansoN, Chairman.

Mr, CONNELL. Mr. Speaker, with mingled feelings of grief
and hope I listened this afternoon to the oration of the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Max~N]. I rise to praise it, not to ad-
versely criticize it. This I say because I believe that when the
course of an individual or a party has been run, justice, as well
as custom, grants to the departed the benediction of a funeral
discourse. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, do I, in the name of the
admiring and advancing hosts of Democracy, embalin forever in
the amber-like history of this day the classical, biblical, tear-
ful, yet hopeful political funeral oration over his party of the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois. It was an effort worthy
of the subject, for notwithstanding all that has been said by its
members on this floor of late concerning its most recent per-
formances, the Republican Party will not be denied the tribute
of an eloguent and comprehensive funereal farewell. Thanks
to the devoted gentleman from Illinois, no facetious Democratic
orator can wax dramatic during the campaign and exelaim, as
hes struts the rostrum describing the Republican Party, with
these lines from Shakespeare:

But yesterday the word of Cesar might have stood agalnst
the world ;
Now lies he tbere, with none so poor to do him reverence,

How can we ever forget the picture, rhetorical yer melan-
choly, which the gentleman from Iilinois drew of this fair land
as he peered into the future and illumined with his imagery
the consequences of coming Democratic victory. Piles of
twisted machinery here, bleak wastes of abandoned lands over
yonder, while from out the débris stand silent and smokeless
the chimneys of a million factories. As the orator proceeded
with this lugubrious oration methought I saw the ghost of
energy and the flitting shade of prosperity dolefully hovering
over the country in which they once lived. And then I am sure
I heard some wailing voice sobbing in the distance, “ Hard
times come again no more,” while the American people, so in-
dustrious, so thrifty, so inventive, so enterprising, and so opti-
mistic under Republican rule, in one horrible resolve dropped
all and straightway took to idleness, indifference, and self-
inflicted disaster. *“ Oh my countrymen, what a fall was there.”

Then I remembered that for well-nigh twe years a Demo-
cratic majority has been in control of this branch of the Gov-
ernment, and I wondered how the country had survived through
it all, when there came to my mind a brief editorial note in the
Republican New York Sun of this morning, as follows:

CHEER WP!

We are not so bad off after all. Here are a few things culled at ran-
dom from the news in the Sun of yesterday:

Wheat dropped 8 cents a bushel.

The harvests promise to be unusually good.

The price of copper is high.

The coal trade Is brisk.

A serious car shortage is promised owing to trade activity and the
Crops.

urope owes us a large trade balance.
Congress will adjourn within a month.

And—
: It5will be lawful to shoot the bull moose full of Loles on Novem-
er .
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But the gentleman from Illinois left us a few peeping rays
of hope. He admitted that even after Democracy had done its
worst the sun would still shine, the streams would still flow
down to the wider waters, the rain would fall, and the crops
would grow. Obh, gracious admission; oh, rainbow of promise,
how glorious thou art!

Let no man hereafier say that the gentleman from Illinois
is not a progressive IRepublican, for were he a real standpatter
he could not have admitted so much. The standpat phophecies
which have made this session of Congress grewsome as well
ns memorable are all against him, for in those dire forecasts the
moon is to lose its mellow light, the sun is to stand still ever-
more, since it will have nothing worth while to shine upon;
crops are to be withered in the blow, and blossoms are to con-
geal into ice balls in the orchards, while ghastly death wraps
all in its smoky mantle, and all on account of Democratic
victory.

Surely the admission of the gentleman from Illinois is as a
sunbeam through a keyhole to the wretch inside. It is for this
reason that I would, if I could, enrich with every gem of litera-
ture the funeral oration over the party of the gentleman from
Illinois; but the Democracy is already upon us, we hear the
rumble of its chariots and discern through Ilifting mists the
splendor of its legions. So we join the gentleman from Illinois
and say—

To call the field to rest: and let's away
To part the glories of this happy day.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask permission to extend my
remarks in the Recorp by publishing a letter addressed to.the
Secretary of War, and his reply to the same, in regard to a
water-power bill I introduced and which was favorably reported
upon by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. Austis] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks
in the Recorp by printing_certain letters. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Following are the letters referred to:

HoUusE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., August 1, 1912,
Hon, HExrY L. STIMSON,
Beerctary of War, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mg, SECEETARY : I am lnclosln§ copy of H. R. 24028, with re-
port upon the same from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. This bill, as you will see, provides for the construction of
locks and dams on the Clinch River, Tenn. This is & unanimous re-
port, t:dnd o measure in which the people 1 represent are vitally in-
terested.

The survey of the Clinch River was authorized by Congress 12 years
ago, and as a result a project was recommended for its improvement
for mavigation for 70 miles. The roittact rovided for crib dams, to
cost $1,400,000., is would give slack-water navigation all the year
round and enable the coal operators of the district to ship coal «by
water—cheap transportation.

The coal fields of my district are 300 miles nearer New Orleans than
the coal fields of western Pennsylvania. We are comgietely shut out
of the New Orleans and lower Mississippi River markets on account
of not having the Clinch River improved. Millions of tons of coal
are shipped from western Pennsylvania to New Orleans, and not a ton
from my distriet. It costs about a dollar per ton to ship coal from
Pennsylvania to New Orleans by water and $2.25 from my distriet by
raill. As a result, of course we do not sell any coal in New Orleans.
If the Clinch River was improved, we would get into this market, and
as a result receive our share of the business.

'the town in which I live, Knoxville, with a population of over
80,000, and extensively engaged in the manufacturing business, is com-

elled to pay 5O cents per ton on transportation by rail on steam coal

From the mines, 80 miles distant. With the improvement of Clinch
River and cheap water navigation we would reduce the cost of this
transportation as least one-half.

There are extensive beds of undeveloped iron ore, zine, and onyx on
the Clinch River that could be developed if said river was improved.

In addition to the district engineer recommending the Improvement
of this river, the Board of Army Engineers only recently pronounced
it a meritorious proposition, but did not recommend its immediate im-

rovement,
? When the project was recommended for the in;fmvement of Clinch
River at a cost of $1,400,000, labor and materlal was much cheaper
than at present.

The Tennessee Hydro-Electric Co., mentioned in the Inclosed bill,
roposes to build these locks and dams at its own expense, thus re-
feving the National Government of the expense, etc., of said improve-
ment. Instead of bullding erib dams, this company would put up
concrete dams—more lasting . and expensive. This private company
would also pay the damages caused from the overflow of farming
lands, etc., and maintain, at their expense, the operation of the locks
on said river,

Considering the importance ofithe river and the number of miles to
be improved by navigation, I believe this is the best proposition that
has Leen submitted to Congress in the way of compensating the Gov-
ernment for the use of the power to be generated by the construction
of locks and dams on a navigable river,

I am endeavoring to pass this bill, and the Bpeaker has agreed to
recognize me to make a motion to suspend the es and place it upon
its passage.

In vilew of everﬁthing that has been published in the tgreaa. includin,
a letter that you have only a few days ago written to the chalrman o
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce, I would be pleased
to have you write me If, in your judgment, this bill meets with your

approval, and if not, kindly point out what changes, in your judgment,
ould be made.

If you are of the opinion that a certain amount should be paid per
horsepower per annum, kindly state sald amouont, and also upl;m: do
not think that the company should be credited with whatever amount
E:ur department should find they had expended in providing locks and
ms, payment of overflow or damage to property, and annual cost of
maintenance and operation of locks.

Thanking youn In anticipation,
Respectfully, R. W. AUsSTIN.

War DEPARTMENT,

Washington, August 1, 1912,
Hon. RICHARD W. AUSTIN, S AMENART

Representative in Congress, House of Representatives.
My Dear Mnr. AusTIN: I have your letter of August 1, 1912, and

have carefully considered all you Bﬂ(. as well as House Report No. 895
in support of H. R. 24028, authorizing the construction of locks and
dams on the Clinch River, Tenn.

As I stated in my letter to Chairman Apaumsox, I believe that one of
our great needs is the development of our waterwafrs in the interest of
naﬂ%uon, and this development can be correlated with the much-
n utilization of water-power sites on our navigable streams.
Specifically I belleve that the public interest will be furthered bg the
general project on the Clinch River, for the carrying out of which the
aunthority of the Federal Government is sought bf & R, 24028, and I
believe that the interests of navigation, the development of commerce,
and the fruitful utilization of the water-power sites on the Clinch River
can all be reconciled with a proper safeguard of the public interest in
the amendments I have heretofore suggested.

Apparently the only difference between the House committee and me
is as to the existence of adegquate power under the general dam act.
To say the least, there Is the gravest doubt whether, under the general
dam act, I now have the power to exact compensation as one of the
conditions for the grant of the privilege, the proceeds of which are to
be used in the interest of navigation. If we are agreed that the Sec-
retary of War should have such power, Its existence should be put be-
yond doubt, and there can be no reasonable opposition to the amend-
ment which I suggest. 1 Inclose herewith a draft of the amendment
which earries out the suggestions 1 have made. Of course I belleve
that a grantee should be credited with all reasonable outlays and con-
tributions in the way of works that relieve the Federal Government
from otherwise necessary nditores. AlL these and similar consid-
erations are matters for speclfic adjustment in each case, for, as you
will notice, my amendment provides for the fixing of a reasonable charge
“under all the circumstances”™ and for making all due allowances.
Undoubtedly proper account should and will be en for the investment
of capital, energy, anid enterprise.

As to the second part of the amendment, the committee is of the
opinion that the reservation of the right to supervise the price charged
to the consumer is sufficlently guarded by the ﬁrovlﬁan reserving the
right * to alter, amend, or repeal the act.” e reservation of this
right to control the charges in nowise involves any presumption that
“the several Btates will be derelict in their responsibility” to the

ple. There is every reason for presuming the heartiest cooperation

tween the State and National authorities in the ndo&uata rotection
of the public in these matters., But the extension of the hy!rmelecrdc
industry is increasingly becoming an interstate matter, and due pro-
vision should be made to against the lack of power of the
State adequately to control the situation, no less than the exercise
of such power as it may have. I, therefore, think that, as a general
prlnc?le. the reservation of this right to the Federal Government
should be made in every bill g:nn the privilege on a navigable
stream. It is true, broadly speaking, that the right to alter or amend
caries with it the power to exercise this right in the future. How-
ever, I think it Is important specifically to reserve this right now, with
due notice in advance to all, rather than to unsettle in the future an
established situation. Here, again, if the power, as the committee
says, is already contained in the general terms of the general dam act,
there should be mo reasonable objection to Its specific expression. This
articular amendment embodies In haec verba the amendment intro-
uced by Senator BurTON to the general dam act In his bill 8. 6796.

In short, as I have heretofore stated, my amendments merely carry
out the carefully considered recommendations of the National Water-
ways Commission, and spring from the heartiest sympathy with the
most effective development of our waterways.

Sincerely, yours,
Hexry L. STIMSON,
Secrctary of War.
{Copy of amendment to the omnibus dam hill, H. R. 25882, inclosed in
letter dated July 30, 1912, from the Secretary of War to Represent-
ative WiLLIAM KENT,
5, at end of line 12, insert the following:

“ Provided, That in carrying out the provisions of this act the Sec-
retary of War is authorized to uire, as one of the conditions and
limitations of the privileges herein granted, that the grantee pay
periodically to the United States such sums as the Secretary of War
may fix as being reasonable under all the circumstnaces, including due
allowance for operating, maintenance, renewal, and depreciation charges,
and a reasonable return to the grantee, the proceeds to be used for the
development of the stream in respect to which the
or wn.?crs connected therewith: And provided fur
hereby reserved to the Federal Government the right to control the
charges for service to the consumers in the event that the law and
anthori of the State or municipalities where the service is being
rende prove inadequate to protect the public interest.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I would like to inquire
how much time has been used?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York’
has 374 minutes remaining and the gentleman from Alabama
has 1 hour and 29% minutes remaining.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from New
York that I do not expect to yield any further time, and there
will be one speech in closing, except I may yield to some gentle-
man for a minute to extend his remarks. I therefore ask the
gentleman to use some of his time.

Mr. PAYNE. I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Wyoming [Mr. MoNDELL].

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, when I voted for the Payne
bill I voted for a bill which in its operation is shown to be lower

rivilege 1s granted
er, That there is
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in average rates both upon all imports of merchandise and upon
dutiable merchandise than the Wilson bill of unfortunate mem-
ory. And this illustrates most strikingly the difference between
Republican and Democratie tariff bills—the difference between
tariff bills framed without regard to their effect upon the indus-
tries of the country and without due knowledge and understand-
ing, and bills framed for the purpose of producing sufficient
revenue and at the same time keeping the wheels of industry
humining and affording abundant opportunities for American
labor. e

The Republican Party has found that it is possible to main-
tain prosperous conditions in the country, to keep our mills and
factories in operation, under a tariff bill whose average of rates
is lower than those of a Democratic tariff bill, under which
our industries went into bankruptey and our people were unable
to find employment. We now have before us two bills affecting
the cotton industry—a Democratic bill, drawn without regard
to its effect upon industries, upon the confession of its authors
without regard to them, and a Republican bill, drawn upon full
information furnished by the Tariff Board, every item of which
has been carefully considered with a view of keeping American
mills running and American operatives employed; and yet the
Republican bill is lower fh its average rates than the Demo-
cratic bill. As has been conclusively proven, in my opinion, by
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr, Hirr] and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor] and the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Greex], the practical effect of the two bills would be as
wide apart as has been the effect of the Payne bill, on the one
hand, and as was the effect of the Wilson bill, on the other.
High rates are not in all cases essential to due and proper pro-
tection, and all that the Republican Party has ever stood for in
its policy of protection are rates high enough to enable Ameri-
cans to compete fairly with their foreign competitors, to keep
the mills and the factories open, to keep industries in operation,
to keep our people employed at good wages. I shall vote with a
great deal of pleasure for the Republican bill affecting the cot-
ton schedule, which is lower, on the average, than the Demo-
cratie bill, and yet so drawn as to protect our people, while the
Demoecratie bill would prove destructive to those portions of the
eotton industry which depend on skilled labor and particularly
the knit-goods industry.

But I did not intend, Mr. Speaker, to discuss at any consider-
able length the bill now before us, but I propose to discuss in
the time at my disposal some of the issues of the coming cam-
paign.

The two great national political parties, each in the midst of
storm and stress and contention, have nominated their candi-
dates for the highest office in the gift of the American people.
Both of the men nominated are of high character and honest
purpose. Neither of them would, if elected, willfully or inten-
tionally do anything or countenance the doing of anything which
he did not believe was for the best interest of all our people.
Either could be depended upon te so perform the duties of his
high office as to safeguard the liberties of the people, and neither
would do anything which he believed would directly or remotely
change the fundamenmtal character of our political institutions.
Mr, Taft and Mr. Wilson are good and able men of wide learn-
ing. Both are progressive; neither is revolutionary.

Having said this much of qualities which these two men pos-
sess in common, we have reached the point where their marked
differences of temperament, of experience, and of political and
economic philogsophy become apparent. President Taft is a man
of the widest and most varied experience. He has been referred
to by high authority as the best eguipped man ever elected to
the Presidency. To great natural ability and broad educational
training was added years of experience as a Federal judge,
before whose court came some of the most important cases in
our legal history, cases involving the fundamental principles of
the rights of labor, issues challenging the acts of great combina-
tions of ecapital, serious problems, of receiverships of railway
systems forced into bankruptey in the dark days of Demoeratic
administration. Judge Taft, blazing the way, upheld the rights
of Ilabor, dissolved illegal combinations of capital, and wisely
performed his duty in connection with the rehabilitation of the
shattered arteries of commerce.

Called to other respounsibilities, he proved himself a splendid
administrator in the Philippines and an able diplomat and
mediator in many difficult sitvations. His administration of
the War Department was in keeping with the splendid record
he had made in other fields. In view of all this it was not
strange that a President, who generally displayed excellent
Judgment in calling strong men into his councils, should haye
approved him as his suecessor in terms of almost extravagant
commendation and praise. Three and a half years as Chief
Hxecutive of the Nation has revealed the President to the

American people as the broad-minded widely sympathetic man
that he is, free from all bias and prejudice; in active sympathy
with, and having a fellow feeling for all classes and condi-
tions of his fellow citizens without regard to race, belief, or
econdition. ;

President Taft has not had the knack of appealing, as some
others have, to the popular fancy, but he is acknowledged by
all to hold the perpetulty of our Government and the welfare
of the people above all pessonal ambition. In the past year a
condition hag existed on our southern border in Mexico, and
recently in Cuba, that might well tempt an ambitious man or
even an impulsive one to have taken action which would have
plunged the country into war with all its evils, its enormous
waste of the people’s money, and wanton sacrifice of precious
lives. But through it all the President has =o guided our affairs
as to protect our citizens, preserve the national honor, maintain
the respect and confidence of our neighbors and of the world,
and save the people from the horrors of bloody conflicts. How
different the story might have been, approaching presidential
nominations and elections, under a less wise, unselfish, and
patriotic leadership. .

THE DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATE.

When we turn to the Democratic candidate we see a man whose
life has been spent, in the main, among books. We find him dis-
playing to a marked degree that curious lack of appreciation of
the actual struggles and problems of the average man, coupled
with a cocksureness of opinion relative to practical problems
to’which he is an absolute stranger, which often characterizes
men whose lives are thus spent. Of learning, such as the books
give, he has a plenty ; of practical experience with the real basic
problems of mankind, industrial and political, precious little.
He writes well, speaks with fluency, and hence, has written
and spoken much; and much it would have been well for his
presidential aspirations had he not spoken or written; and yet
these utterances before they became tinctured with presidential
aspirations, revealed the true spirit of the man. He was a
Virginia-born Democrat of the old school, having no sympathy,
with and little tolerance for either the doctrines or leaderships
which new problems and advancing movements in the country
developed. His expression of the hope *that some way could
be found to knock Mr. Bryan into a cocked hat” like his dis-
approval of the initiative and referendum and other plans for
giving the people a more effective and direct voice and control
in the selection of candidates and the enactment of legislation
on the ground that “our Government is most safe when least
democratic,” were characteristic of the man at a time when he
felt free to express his real sentiments.

DR. WILSON ON UNION LABOR.

No true friend of labor can read with approval the sentiments
which Dr, Wilson expressed in an address at Princeton in June,
1909, as follows:

You know what the usual standard of the emEonea is In our day.
It is to give as little as he may for his wages. or is standardized
by the trades-union, and this is the standard to which it is made to
conform. No one is suffered to do more than the average workman
can do. In some trades and handicrafts no one is suffered to do
morg than the least skillful of his fellows can do within the hours
allotted to a day’s labor, and no one may work out of hours at all or
volunteer anything beyond the minimum. I need not point out how
economically disastrous such a regulation of labor is.

It is so unprofitable to the employer that in some trades It will
Eremﬂy not worth his while to attempt anything at all. He had
etter stop altogether than operate at an evitable and Invariable loss.
The labor of America is rapidly becoming unprofitable under its
present regulation by those who have determined to reduce it to a
minimum.

Our economic supremsdcy may be lost because the count ows
more and more full of unprofitable servants. R

Is a man qualified for the great office of the Presidency who
holds such an opinion of American labor and of the effect of
labor unions? Is he qualified for any position in public life,
and how can any friend of labor or unionism support such a
man?

HIS VIEW OF IMMIGRANTS.

Several years ago Mr. Wilson wrote what he was-pleased to
call a “ History of the American people” On pages 212 and
213 of volume 5 he makes some observations in regard to immi-
gration and immigrants as follows:

The census of 1890 showed the population of the country increased to
062,622,250, an addition of 12,466,467 within the decade. Immigrants
poured steadily in as before, but with an alteration of stock which stu-
dents of affairs marked with uneasiness. Throughout the country men
of the sturdf stock of the north of Europe had made up the main strain
of foreign blood, which was every year added to the vital working force
of the country, or else of the Latin-Gallic stocks of France and northern
Italy ; but now there comes multitudes of men of the lowest class from
the south of Italy and men of a meaner sort ont of Hungary and
Poland, men out of the ranks where there was neither skill nor energy
nor any initiative of quick intelligence; and they came in numbers
which increased from year to year, as if the countries from the south of
Europe were dmburdeninf themselves of the more sordld and hapless
elements of their populatien, whose standards of life and of work were




10100

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

Avcusr 2,

such as American workmen had never dreamed of hitherto. The people
of the Pacific coast have clamored these many years against the admis-
slon of immigrants out of China, and in M:.é. 1892, got at last what
they wanted, a Federal statute which practically excluded from the
United States all Chinese who had not already acquired the right of
residence, and yet the Chinese were more to be desired as workmen, if
not as ecitizens, than most of the coarse crew that came crowding in
every year at the eastern ports. They had, no doubt, many an unsavory
habit, bred in unwholesome squalor in the crowded guarters where they
most abounded in the western seaports, and seemed separated by their
very nature from the 11:;4:0[:"@: among whom they had come to live; but
it was their skill, their intelligence, their hardy power of labor, their
knack of succeeding and driving their duller rivals oufsy rather than
their alien habits, that made them feared and hated and led to their
exclusion at the prayer of the men they were likely to displace should
they multiply. The unlikely fellows who came in at the eastern ports
were tolerated because they usurped no place but the very lowest in
the secale of labor,

HE PREFERS CHINESE TO EUROPEANS.

What do the people who have come to us from Poland and
Hungary and southern Italy and all south and southwest
Europe think of a man holding such views as these as a candi-
date for the highest office in the Jand? What does any thought-
ful citizen think of one so woefully lacking in appreciation of
the fundamental requisites for useful citizenship in a free
Republic?

Dr. Wilson assails the people from Poland, *the fair land
of Poland,” which gave us in our struggle for independence the
brave and dashing Pulaski, whose gallant figure adorns the
splendid avenue leading from this Capitol, and many other
brave soldiers; Poland with her marvelous and soul-stirring
history of brave struggles for freedom and the rights of man.
Dr. Wilson scorns the people from Hungary; brave, picturesque,
romantic Hungary, which contributed to our Revolutionary
struggle the able and heroic Kosciusko, whose noble monument
holds an honored place in front of the presidential mansion, to
which Dr. Wilson aspires; Hungary, whose people unaided
turned back the tide of Moslem invasion and saved Christian
Europe from the awful domination of the unspeakable Turk.
Italy, Greece, Servia, Austria, glorious in history, exalted in
aspiration, holding the falth of the true God and acknowledging
responsibility to Him, all these and others like them are, in the
opinion of the Democratic candidate for the Presidency, less
desirable as citizens of this Republic than the pagan Chirese.

THE PLATFORMS,

Passing from the candidates to the platforms of the two
parties and viewing these platforms in the light of our recent
legislative experience, we find an even wider difference than
that shown by the candidates themselves. Our Democratic
friends have in this campaign announced their choice of a battle
ground, and fortunately for the Republicans the gauge of battle
is thrown down in a field in which our party has been uniformly
victorious, once the situation was clearly outlined before the
people. The issue could not have been more clearly defined.
The Republican Party reaffirms its belief in a protective tariff,
and holds that import duties should be high enough, while yield-
ing a sufficient revenue, to protect adequately American indus-
tries and wages, and to the end that tariffs may be wisely ad-
justed along these lines the party declares that it is favorable
to securing, through a tariff board or otherwise, the information
requisite for intelligent tariff legislation. A declaration in
keeping with the fundamental and time-honored principles of
the party and yet progressive in the highest degree in its declar-
ation for scientific schedules based on the most complete in.‘ftn:-
mation.

On the other hand, the Democratic Party in its tariff declara-
tion harks back to the nullification doctirines of Calhoun and to
the principles enunciated in the constitution of the late Con-
federacy. Calhoun proposed to nullify a protective law passed
by Congress or the theory that Congress had no right or au-
thority to pass such a law. If old Andrew Jackson were alive
now and still a Democrat, instead of threatening to hang Cal-
houn higher than Hamen he would have to apologize to him, for
the party that still elaims to be the party of Jackson at Balti-
more the other day declared it fo be—

A fundamental prineciple of the Democratic Party that the Federal
Government, under the Constitution, has no right or power to impose
or collect tariff taxes except for the purpose of revenue.

But although the Democracy harks back to nullification days
for its tariff policy it can lay claim to a more recent indorse-
ment of it, for we find that the constitution of the late Con-
federacy was also true to Calhoun's doctrine and declared—
nor shall any duties nor taxes on importations from foreign nations
be laid to promote or foster any branch of industry—

. from all of which it would seem that the principle they now
announce has good Democratic authority behind it.

The issue is thus fairly joined between Republican protec-
tion and Democratic free trade, for there is no difference, so
far as the effect on industries is concerned, between a tariff for

L

revenue and free trade. Both mean that the necessary revenue
shall be obtained in such way as will not encourage or promote
industries by protecting them.

TARIFF AX ISSUE.

There are many reasons why the tariff issue is one that will
not down so long as any party in this country challenges the
correctness of the policy of protection, for, after all is said and
done, the most persistent and insistent issue in this world re-
volves around the questions of what we shall eat and drink
and wherewithal we shall be clothed. There are many ques-
tions of method and procedure in government which, while
important, the people will temporarily put aside in the presence
of an attaek upon the sources and the foundation of their
opportunities for a livelihood, and that is exactly the situation
which now confronts us. There need be no lack of interest in
the questions of methods and procedure in our Government which
have so largely occupied the public mind for the last three or
four years, but the people will not allow them to obscure or
displace the issue of prosperity.

Not only does the Democratic platform stand for free trade,
but the Democratic candidate has always been a free trader
rather from theory than from knowledge, as was curlously
illustrated on one occasion when he appeared before a tariff
board. He contended that we could compete with foreign coun-
tries in wages without protection “just as we do in regard to
agricultural products,” which, he said, eame in free. Having
had his attention called to the fact that there was a duty on
agricultural products, amounting in the case of wheat to 20
cents a bushel, he said, “ then I was misinformed " ; but he went
right on with his argument just the same. Facis are never
allowed to interfere with the theories of a free trader. We
have many statements of his, made at one time and another on
the subject, and to complete the picture we have a Democratic
leadership in Mr. UNpERwWooD, of Alabama, avowedly free trade,
apologizing for bringing legislation into the House because it
contained some little ray of protective legislation, and explain-
ing that nothing of the kind would be allowed to occur unless
the revenue which the slightly protective duty raised were
needed.

DEMOCRATIC TARIFF LEGISLATION.

We have witnessed the procession through the House in the
last year of five Democratic tariff bills. Nothing has pleased
the authors of these bills so much as their failure to become
laws. Were they now all on the statute books their calamitous
effect upon the industries and the welfare of the people would
have destroyed every ray or vestige of hope of the Democratic
Party for success this fall. If it were not for the awful re-
sponsibility involved in bringing disaster upon the people,
the Republicans might have been tempted to allow these bills
to become laws as an object lesson of the destructive charac-
ter of Democratic tariff legislation.

Each one of these bills would in turn have destroyed great
industries and impoverished multitudes of people. The free
sugar bill would have impoverished the farmers and manu-
facturers alike, in the beet and cane districts of the country, and
would have bankrupted the Treasury. The House wool bill
would have been a death blow to the great American 1woel and
woolen industries, while the cotton, the chemical, the steel, and
the so-called free-list bills would have each furnished its guota
of bankruptey, idleness, hunger, and despair. Together they
would have created a condition as disestrous as that which ex-
isted under the Wilson bill; and all this loss and poverty and
ruin would have had no recompense in better conditions for any
class of American citizens except loan sharks and auctioneers.

What makes me confident that the people will rise in defense
of the Republican Party and protection and prosperity is the
fact that in the midst of these threats, bluffs, and fourflushings
by the Democratic Party the industries of the country have
continued reasonably prosperous and labor quite steadily em-
ployed. It must be because the people realize that they propose
to smite the free-trade policy when they get a chance this fall.

We realize that some schedules are unnecessarily high, and
our party stands pledged to a reasonable reduction of such
schednles. That the schedules of the present tariff are, how-
eyver, in the main, low compared with former tariffs is abund-
antly demonstrated by the figures of imporis. All sorts of lies
were told about the Payne tariff bill when it passed. Never in
the history of the countiry was there so much misstatement and
downright lying about a tariff bill as there was about the Payne
bill, and unfortunately the people largely believed them.

PAYNE TARIFF LAW.

We have passed from the day of prophecy and prevarication
to the time when we have the actual facts and figures about the
Payne bill. They show on the basis of imports of merchandise
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luring the 34 months that the Payne tariff law had been in
pperation down to May 31, 1912, the following results compared
with the operation of the Wilson Demoeratic and Dingley Re-
publican tariffs, respectively : First, that the free list under the
Payne law—that is, the amount of goods imported without pay-
ing any duty—was a considerably larger percentage of the total
of importations than under either the Wilson or the Dingley
bills; second, that the average amount of duties paid per dollar
of dutiable imports was very considerably lower under the
Payne bill than wunder the other two laws; and that the same
was true with regard to the entire volume of our importations.
It sometimes takes the truth a long time to catch up with a
lie well told and persistently reiterated, and it never can undo
the harm the lie has accomplished, but the facts I have stated,
taken from the record, give the lie direct to perhaps the most
persistent falsehoods ever uttered in American political history.
Not only was the Payne bill a revision downward of the Dingley
law, but its average rates are demonstrated by the table which

Impan.; of merchandise into the United States,

thereof free of duty, cuscoms recei

I shall place in the Recorp to be lower than those of the Wilson
bill of mournful memory. Was a Republican President far from
right in saying that the Payne fariff law was the best we ever
had, in view of the fact that, with a larger free list than the
Wilson law, with lower average ad valorem rates than that law,
both as to the dutiable list alone and as to all imports, it has
produced an abundance of revenue, placed a surplus in the
Treasury, and promoted prosperity in the face of persistent
agitation and calamity howling, while under the Wilson bill
the Treasury was_empty, industry was paralyzed, and the peo-
ple were in despair. I can imagine no more striking comparison
between Democratic and Republican legislation than this, be-
tween a crude unbalanced Democratic law which did not pro-
duce sufficient public revenue and did paralyze private industry,
and a carefully drawn Republican bill with lower average rates,
which does produce abundant revenue and at the same time pro-
motes the prosperity of the people. The following is the table
I have referred to:

, and average ad valorem rate of duty during ihe 34 months’' operetion of the

showing percentage
Payne tariff law, Aug. 5, 1909, to May 31, 1912, compared with like Tesults under the entire operation of the Wilson and Dingley tariffs, respectively.
A

Tmports. Avung:tﬁ valorem
Enfire period of— Free. mi Lmlpts.t I
+ Total

Free. Dutiable. Total. Dutiable.| ;0 orte

Wilson law: ; Miltions. Millions. | Pereent.| Millions. | Per cent. | Per cent.

B I D o e o e i e S et Wi e 5 W A e W §1,080. 4 $1,132.7 $2,213.1 48.8 $485.0 42.8 219

Bin Lilon E;ﬂy I e T e e T e e e 30.9 32.4 L5 1 ey - - W] BT
gley law:

l-t-l}mumhs B e i L ST R DI LR T LA LY e =t I SN AR £ 5,428.5 6,821.5 12,250.0 4.3 3,121.8 45.8 25.5

s Morlhlyavmg\! 87.7 47.4 o ) R | Y e B e

e law:
e e e s LY 2,301.4 2,192.4 sam8| 5.2 902.6| 412 20.1
T N Wit S Lo e el E B R SRR It S TR 67.7 64.5 ol [ ISP - 5 ) S s RN et

1 Excludes last 4 days of Augusltéésg-l, included under McKinley law, and includes July 24-31, 1897, under act of 1807,

2 Excludes last 8 days of July,
1 Includes Aug. 1-5, 1809, under act of 1897.
Note.—A reduction of a
tion of the

of the Wilson tariff, whose revenues w

, Ingluded under Wilson law; excludes Aug. 1-5, 1009, included under Payne law.
o -
ut $55,000,000 was cansed in customs receipts under the Mcxlelay Act, due to reduced imports in the closing months under that act in antic-

ikewise a reduction of about $45,000,000 was caused in customs receipts under
increased.

passage ere correspondingly 5o
Dingley Aect, due to heawy imports in the closing months under the Wilson law, whose revenues were correspondingly

THE TARIFF ISSUE IN WYOMING.

The people whom I have the honor to represent, though they
are not a manufacturing people, are as dependent on a pro-
tective tariff for the prosperity of their industries as any people
under the flag. We have approximately a tenth of all of the
sheep in the Union. Not only are a large number of our peojple
directly interested in the industry, but a still Jarger number are
directly and indirectly benefited by the millions of dollars of
annual expenditure in the industry. The dependence of owr
wool industry upon the tariff is so well known and understood,
80 universally acknowledged, even by those who do not favor
a prolective tariff, as to make argument on the subject superflu-
ous. We have a greqgt cattle indusiry protected, on the one hand,
from importations of cheap cattle from Mexico and, on the other
hand, from meats from Australia and the Argentine.

The farmers along our northern border are vehement in their
opposition to Canadian reciprocity, on the ground that it would
bring them into competition with the cheap products of Canada.
We share in that opposition, but Wyoming would suffer infi-
nitely more under free trade in coal than she would from
Canadian reciprocity, which did not propose free coal. Several
of our great coal mines must find a large part of the market
for their products in competition with Canadian coals of as
good or better guality, more cheaply mined, and with a shorter
and cheaper freight haul. It has been estimated that free trade
in conl would result in our losing a third of our present market,
with its consequent disastrous effect upon the industry and
wages.

We have in various parts of Wyoming, notably in the Big
Horn Basin, the Wind River Valley, Sheridan and Johnson
Counties, and on the Platt and its tributaries, large areas of
land suitable for the growth of sugar beets. After years of
waiting for transportation facilities, for the completion of
reclamation enterprises, and safter thorough experimentation
and practical demonstration in the growing of beets, we had
finally reached the time when, but for Demoecratic agitation of
the sugar tariff, our hope of the establishment of sugar fac-
tories was about to be realized. Speaking with knowledge of
the situation, I ean say with assurance that but for the Demo-
eratie free-sugar bill this year at least tiwwo beel-sugar factories
wonld have been under way in Wyoming at this time. With
the election of a Republican President and Congress there is
no reason why Wpyoming should not have as many beet-sugar
factories as Colorado, which has 17, in the next five years.

Elect a Democratic Congress and a Democratic President and
our hope of sugar-beet factories goes glimmering forever.

Wyoming is becoming a great alfalfa State, and this great
staple product depends for its market ypon the great live-stock
business, and so the success of the alfalfa farms and ranches
is in a large measure dependent upon the protective policy.

Flax is destined to become one of our staple products; the
Democratic Party proposes to put flaxseed, which now has a
protection of 25 cents a bushel, on the free list. Potato culture,
in a large way for the eastern market, presents a promising and
profitable field for the enlargement of our agricultural output
on both our irrigated and dry lands. Democratic free trade pro-
poses to deprive us of the protection without which our eastern
markets can be flooded with foreign potatoes, paying only a iow
water freight rate.

The railroads of the State, so far as their local business is
concerned, can not be prosperous without the prosperity of these
local industries which depend upon protection. Even our
through railroad business is largely in. products of the coast to
the East and in manufacture from the East to the West which
would be displaced by foreign products and manufactures under
free trade; therefore the men on the railroads of the State are
as much interested as any class of our people in the eontinua-
tion of protection.

TRUE ECONOMY.

Our Government makes larger annual expenditures than any
National Government in the world; it is also the most honestly
administered Government in the world, and our people do not
begrudge the vast annual outlay made by the Government for
their protection and benefit, so long as it is honestly and eco-
nomically expended. There is, however, a tendency toward un-
necessary expenditure which must be constantly gunarded
against. With President Roosevelt's liberal views of the legiti-
mate and useful fields of national activity and his intolerance
of delay in carrying out any work or enterprise he believed
should be undertaken, he could not have been expected to pro-
mote or practice economy in mnational outlay. In fact ex-
penditures increased so rapidly during his administration that
ordinary outlay finally outran ordinary’ income to the amount
of over $65,000,000 in the last two years of his administration.
This condition inherited by President Taft laid upon him the
hard and thankless task of holding down constantly mounting
appropriations without erippling or hampering the really use-
ful and helpful expenditures of the Government.
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He took hold of the matter with judgment and determination
and fo such good purpose that while the ordinary outlay of the
Government under President Roosevelt had increased $41,000,000
in the fiseal year 1909 over the expenditures in 1908, the
expenditures in 1910, the first full year of President Taft's ad-
ministration, was over three millions less than the year previ-
ous, and though the countiy is growing rapidly and the demand
for national expenditures have constantly increased, our ordi-
nary national outlay for each of the fiscal years 1911 and 1912
has been kept below that of 1909 by several million dollars.

Not only this, but the much abused Payne tariff law has
proven such a good revenue producer that our ordinary revenues
were in the fiseal year 1912 over $90,000,000 more than under
the Dingley law in 1909. In 1909 the ordinary receipts were
more than fifty-eight millions less than the ordinary disburse-
ments. In 1912 our ordinary income was over $37,000,000 more
than our ordinary outlay. This is a record of real economy
without injury to the public service.

FALSE ECONOMY.

This Democratic House of Representatives has given us a
brilliant example of fake economy. Starting out with a widely
advertised plan to economize in the administration of the
House, the gentlemen on the other side of the aisle have pro-
moted a series of largely useléss and unnecessary investigations
which have, and will, cost more than all the much advertised
economies saved.

At various times during the discussion of appropriation bills
I have called to the attention of the House thie farce comedy
you gentlemen are treating the country to in connection with
appropriations. By your own confessions, in many large and
important items, you are only appropriating for 8 months instead
of 12, You bhave provided for practically no new projects or
expenditures, and in many cases have turned down estimates
made by the Government departments for needed repairs and
replacements.

Your Army bill prohibited any expenditures for necessary
repairs and improvements to our western Army posts. The
sundry civil bill did not provide adeguately for the ordinary
necessary care of public buildings. You turned a deaf ear
to our urgent demand for sufficient money to make necessary
surveys of public lands, and denied the request of the Forest
Service for sufficient sums to build roads and bridges and trails
in the forest reserves. All this was done in the name of econ-
omy, and yet you appropriated millions for wholly useless and
valueless fortifications on the Panama Canal,

Fortunately the Appropriation Committee at the other end
of the Capitol has taken a different view of the needs of the
public service, and your policy has driven Members of the
House to appeal to the Senate for consideration of items of
appropriation esseutial for the Government service and to meet
the just obligations of the Nation. I realize that this fake
showing of economy is considered necessary to the success of
the Democratic ticket in the coming campaign, but I doubt if™it
will be effective. The people of the country are neither blind
nor foolish.

I do not think the gentlemen on the other side are very
proud of, or happy over, the results of the numberless investi-
gations that have been instituted and carried on. No wicked
or idle tale prompted by self-interest, envy, or malice, has been
too remote from the jurisdiction of the investigation committees,
or too frivolous to escabe investigation, and yet how miser-
ably meager the harvest of results has been. I said I did not
think our Democratie friends were proud or happy over the re-
sults of these investigations, and yet, as patriotic citizens, they
should be, for they have proven, as perhaps no other means
could have done, how free from wrong-doing and how little
subject to criticism the administration of the vast volume of
our public affairs has been under a party that has been in
control of all branches of the Government for 15 years, That
ought to be a matter of pride to any American citizen.

PARTY ACHIEVEMENT.

The* Republican Party to-day, as always, points with pride
to its record of achievement and looks forward with hope and
confidence to the future. As has been well stated in our plat-
form:

The Republican Party looks back upon its record with pride and
satisfaction, and forward to its new responsibilities with hope and con-
fidence. Its achlevements in government constitute the most luminous
pages In our history. Our greatest national advance has been made
during the years of its ascendancy in public affairs. It has been
genuinely and always a party of progress; it has never been either
stationary or reactionary; it has gone from the fulfillment of one great
pledge to the fulfillment of another in response to the publiec n and
to the popular will.

Referring first to our latest party achievements under the
present administration, we can point with pride to the establish-

ment of postal-savings banks; of the Bureau of Mines, which
has been so useful and helpful to our miners; to the Children’s
Bureau; to the legislation for the suppressing of the white-
slave traffic; to the enactment and enforcement of the pure-
food law; to the increase of pensions to the soldiers and sailors
of the Civil War; to the bringing into the Union of the Com-
monwealths of Arizona and New Mexico.

In that class of legislation which so vitally affects the citizen
in his rights and property under present industrial conditions—
legislation to control great combinations of capital and to pre-
vent monopoly and restraint of trade, and legislation regulating
railways and other means of transportation—the party has been
faithful, wise, and progressive. All of the laws for the suppres-
sion of monopoly and for the control of railways have been
placed upon the statute books by Republicans, and generally in
the face of Democratic opposition. The antitrust act of 1890;
the interstate-commerce act of 1887 and its important amend-
ments, giving ample péwers to the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion; the so-called 16-hour law, limiting the hours of employ-
ment of those engaged in train service; the prohibition of free
passes, all are Republican legislation enforced by a Republican
Executive.

COMEBINATIONS OF CAPITAL.

The antitrust act of 1890 remained a dead letter under the
Democratic Cleveland administration except for {ts enforce-
ment against a labor organization. The McKinley administin-
tion was the first to energetically enforce the statute, and prose-
cutions were continued under Roosevelt; but it remained for
the present administration to make the statute a vital force in
the breaking up and prevention of monopoly. The decisions in
the Tobacco and Standard Oil cases, the prosecution of the Beef
Trust, the pending suits against the Steel and Harvester
Trusts, bave finally put the terror of thé law in the hearts of
trust magnates.

Possibly it is not to be wondered at that in their wrath and
resentment against the administration which is making them
answer for their crimes against the American people, the men
at the head of these trusts, like Mr. Perkins, should be giving
their millions and their influence to a movement through which
they hope to defeat President Taft for reelection. Certain faise
friends of the people have sought to detract from the credit due
the administration for its trust prosecutions by claiming that
the outcome of these successful suits would not be effective in
the suppression of monopoly. The rage of the trust magnates,
their flocking to the standard of a proposed new party, their
millions contributed to defeat Taft and wreck the Republican
Party, are the best answers to such a claim.

In Wyoming we happen to know of the potent and beneficial
effect of the Standard Oil decision. Every man interested in
the development of the great oil resources of our State can tell
of the changed conditions since the Standard Oil decision. It
is as though an atmosphere charged with storm, laden with
threatenings, and burdened with gloom had been suddenly, as
by magie, cleared and purified; no longer the haunting fears of
a subtle power liable to manifest itself in any one or all of a
hundred ways to bafile, thwart, and defeat effort and endeavor,
but a universally recognized opportunity to develop and do
business. And yet there are sinister influences in the name of
virtue and under the guise of reform which would rob the people
of the victories they have won under this republican admin-
igtration.

TAFT THE ANTITRUST CANDIDATE.

Leaving out of consideration our friends the Socialists and
the Prohibitionists, who base their campaigns on other issues,
the only candidate who will be before the American people this
fall whe iz entircly free from all association or alliance, direct
or indirect, with the trusts is William Howard Taft. We all
recall how Prof. Wilson's candidacy for the Presidency was
launched. George Harvey, of Harper's Weekly, friend and
confidant of J. Pierpont Morgan, brought him out and widely
advertised his candidacy. It is true that after Prof. Wilson
had profited mightily by Harvey's support he displayed the
basest ingratitude toward him and declined his further open
support, but that does not alter the fact that great trust mag-
nates like the Belmonts and Ryans are supporting the Dema-
cratic candidate. :

Mr. Bryan's sensational desertion of CHaMP CLARE, who was
the people’s candidate, in the Baltimore convention and his sup-
port of Mr. Wilson has had the effect of making the people tem-
porarily forget the origin and source of Mr. Wilson's real
strength. It is, and always has been, largely among the friends,
sympathizers, and supporters of the great financial magnates of
the country. Tammany did not vote for Wilson, becanse Tam-
many is wise in not showing its hand; but all of the elements in
New York that are for Wilson most heartily, Taminany included,
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are in sympathy with the objects and purposes of those control-
ling great trusts.
- ; THE THIRD PARTY AND THE TRUSTS.

The close commune -between the third-term party candidate
and the third-term party organization and the trusts is so
notorious as to make extended argument or elaboration su-
perfluous. Mr. Perkins, late partner of J. Pierpont Morgan,
who wants the Federal Government to issue licenses to the
drusts {o plunder the people, and others like him, have from
the Deginning been the promoters, supporters, and wunder-
ariters of the third-term party movement. The Steel and Har-
vester Trusts particularly are so notoriously supporting the
thirty-term party movement, and the movement is so univer-
sally acknowledged to have an abundance of funds from these
sources at its command that further comment is unnecessary.

PRESIDENT TAFT AND THE TRUSTS.

The Republican Party, under President Taft, could have no
alliance or affiliation with great trusts or combinations of eapi-
tal, seeking to unlawfully restrain trade and create and es-
tablish monopolies, if it wanted to, and they certainly do
not want to. he administration of President Taft has so
continuously, forcefully, and successfully prosecuted combina-
tions of capital in restraint of trade that in their fury they
rush to the support of the Democratic nominee or the third-term
party candidale, whichever seems to them to hold out the best
promise of defeating the Republican Party and President Tajt.
Every resource of money and influence will be used directly and
indirectly to defeat the President for reelection, and it is diffi-
cult at this time to say in which direction the greatest efforts
will be made to accomplish this purpose, whether through the
Democratic or the third-term party.

It ought to be clear to the dullest understanding that the only
hope of the people in their battle for the suppression of
monopoly is in the support of the party and the candidate which
has been and is at this time vigorously enforcing the law
against illegal combinations. It ought to be equally clear that
the Democratic candidate and party are not and can not be
clear from alliances with great corporate wealth, and certainly
1o one can be so poorly informed as not to know that the third-
term candidate and his organization has as its principal prop
and support the officers, the beneficiaries, and the friends of
great trusts and combinations seeking to monopolize the indus-
tries of the country.

REGULATION OF RAILWAYS,

The Interstate Commerce Commission was established by
the Republican Party in 18S87. It was strengthened and made
a really vital force by successive amendments developed in the
school of experience, but it never really found itself and became
the vital eficient force for good it was intended to be until the
present administration. Neo administrative burean ever erected
has so universally commended itself to public sentiment as the
Interstate Commerce Commission under the administration of
William Howard Taft.

It has been impossible, in view of the magnitude of the
problem, for the commission to give attention to and adjust all
of the manifold problems arising in connection with our enor-
mous system of interstate transportation, but it has passed upon
and wisely adjusted many of the larger and controlling problems.
It -stood like a wall of adamant against a demand by all of
the railyways for a general increase of rates. It has cured and
prepared the way for the further curing of oppressive rates
affecting vast tonnages in the intermountain and western States
by the decisions in the so-called Spokane case, the Salt Lake
case, and the cases affecting wool rates. The recent order of the
commission reducing express rates from 15 to 50 per cent will
be of great and lasting benefit to the people, and is only the be-
ginning of the regulation and reduction of express rates.

THE MEAT PACKERS.

One of the important problems in this connection is that of
bringing the retail price which the people must pay for meats
in reasonable harmony with the price which the stock grower
receives for his product. The cost of meat production, owing
to the breaking up of the ranges into farms and the better price
which the farmer receives and should receive for corn and hay,
has largely increased. Yet there is a well-founded belief that
the great packers so manipulate the prices they pay for live
stock and charge for meat as to secure an inordinate profit at
both ends of their business. The peculiar practices and methods
of the packers have made it exceedingly difficult for the Gov-
ernment to prove to the satisfaction of a jury that the packers
have been guilty of violating the criminal provisions of the
antitrust laws.

The packers, like some other large combinations, in view of
the known determination of the administration to put an end to
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their monopolistic practices, have in contemplation dissolution
of the great holding combination known as the National Pack-
ing Co., and there is hope, if the people do not unwisely desert
the administration which has fought their battles, for perma-
nent relief from the exactions of the great packers.

The facts that President Taft's administration has developed
and the reforms it has accomplished in reducing the powers of
the packers are an illuminating commentary on that famous re-
port made by former Commissioner of Corporations and Secre-
tary of the Interior Garfield, under President Roosevelt, to his
chief, in which he consumed several months of time, spent a
large amount of Government money, and spoiled several hun-
dred pages of good white paper in a labored effort to prove that
the packers were a much-abused band of philanthropists, work-’
ing overtime for the benefit of the people and getting only a
measly 34 per cent on their investment for their trouble.

Mr. Garfield, like his successor as Chief of the Burean of
Corporations, Mr. Herbert Knox Smith, appointed by Mr. Roose-
velt, who likewise gave Mr. Perkins's Harvester Trust a good
name and a clean bill of health to his chief, is now and has
been one of the supporters of the third-party movement. These
two patriots can not tolerate a party and an administration
which is so inconsiderate as lo prosecute the trusts they par-
ticularly favor,

THE MEAT PROBLEM.

It is my opinion that we shall not reach a really satisfactory
condition in regard to our meat supply until, by the more gen-
eral distribution of slaughtering establishments, large and
small, we shall insure more real competition in the purchase of
sheep and cattle for slaughter, and hence a better price to the
stock raiser. Such a policy, by bringing the producer of meats
nearer the consumer and preventing monopoly, will also give
the consumer relief from exorbitant prices.

One obstacle in the way of such a distribution of packing
establishments in the past has been the difficulty of securing
satisfactory railroad rates. I have already pointed out how,
under our efficient Interstate Commerce Commission, reasonable
rates can now be secured. The commission now has such com-
plete knowledge of the situation as will render speedy adjust-
ment of other unfair and unjust rates possible and certain, and
yet all has been done and will be done for the relief of the
people, in full recognition of the rights of the common earriers
to fair compensation, fo the end that investments in railroads
shall not be jeopardized or discouraged and that the roads may
be able to pay liberal compensation to their employees.

THE PARTY OF PROGRESS.

The Republican Party has always been and Is to-day the
party of real and not sham progress and progressiveness—
ever alert and responsive to the necessity amd demand for pro-
gressive legislation which shall apply the principles of justice,
equity, and righteousness to the constantly changing problems
confronting a mighty people under a free government. We
recognize that great as the achievements of the past have been,
there always will be new problems, to be met in the spirit of
fairness and to be settled in accordance with the principles of
justice in the interest of all the people.

We are pledged to an unceasing warfare against monopoly
and privilege and to such additional legislation as may be
necessary to make clear the line of demarcation between the
opportunities for the fair rewards, due real service rendered
by individuals or corporations, and the practices which seek the
amassing of great fortunes through methods of industrial
piracy and monopoly.

We stand pledged to a supreme effort along all lines to reduce,
as far as possible, the gap between the fair prices and rewards
to which the producer on the farm, or the ranch, and in the
workshop receives for the product of his labor, his genius, and
his energy, and the price which the ultimate consumer must
pay for these products. We stand pledged to legislation calcu-
lated to increase the attractiveness and the rewards of life upon
the farms and ranches of the Nation. That life which has and
always will develop the highest and best class of citizenship;
those industries upon which the feeding and the clothing of the
Nation primarily depend. To this end we favor the establish-
ment of a parcel post which shall be just to all; the encourage-
ment of better agricultural loan facilities; the betterment of
conditions of inland transportation.

IN THE INTEREST OF LABOR.

We stand as we always have stood, pledged and dedicated to
the highest and best interests of labor; to a protective tariff
which will maintain the American wage rate and the American
standard of living. We favor legislation which will 1ift from the
shoulders of widows and orphans, so far as financial compensa-
tion can do it, the want and misery entailed by the loss or injury
in industrial pursuits of their natural supporters and protectors.
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It is intolerable to the sense of justice that the burdens of the
inevitable casualties connected with industries, beneficial to all
of the people, should be laid upon the bereaved and helpless.
To be truly helpful the response and ecompensation should be
swift, certain, and adequate.

To all good citizens it is axiomatic that those engaged in labor,
like all classes of our citizens, should be established, confirmed,
and protected in all their rights. 1 always have and always
will favor and support legislation to accomplish that purpose.
My youih and early manhood was spent among and sharing the
burdens of those who toil. I have felt the pinch and grip of
poverty, and I have also felt the wholesome satisfaction that
comed from a hard day's work honestly performed. I could not
be lacking in knowledge of and sympathy with the problems
and aspirations of labor unless I forgot my own experience. 1
could not fail to appreciate and proclaim the honor and dignity
of labor without surrendering the just pride I have in my own
record.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE WEST.

In the face of a prejudiced and misguided sentiment, fostered
largely by men with selfish personal ambitions, it has not been
possible to secure all of the legislation needed for the speedy
settlement and orderly development of the public domain; but
the Republican Party, author of the homestead policy, has, as
an organization, been true to its historic policy, and much has
been accomplished in the face of difficulties. Following the
national reclamation law has come the enlarged homestead act
and the act for the agricultural entry of coal land. Quite re-
cently the three-year homestead law was enacted. Thanks to
earnest and determined effort, this law was secured free from
the limitations which the extreme conservationists would have
put upon it, and carrying the highly beneficial provision for an
annual leave of absence. These and a number of minor but
helpful provisions of law have marked the progress of the or-
derly evolution of the Republican homestead policy.

The opposition of certain extremists, now largely marshaling
themselves under a third party banner, has prevented other
needed legislation to make possible the more advantageous use
and development, in the interest of all of the people and with-
out monopoly, of some of our mineral resources and of those
portions of the public domain which are more suitable for
grazing than for farming. But with the triumph of the Repub-
lican Party and its freedom from certain influences which now
seem to be seeking their purposes through another organization,
we may confidently hope and expect additional legislation
and such reasonable administration as will relieve the West
from the handicap of those policies which, under the false
¢laim of serving the people, have been oppressive in their effect
upon individuals honestly seeking homes and opportunities on
the public domain and retarding in their effect upon general
development. y
THIRD PARTY MOVEMENT.

The Republican Party for the third time in its history is con-
fronted with a serious defection in ifs ranks. Those who are
old enough will remember the abuse heaped upon the immortal
Lincoln by members of his own party when he was a candidate
for reelection. They will recall now the reelection of the great
emancipator, which we now know to have been essential to the
integrity and prosperity of the Nation, was for months after his
nomination despaired of. The differences then developed led
to the nomination of Horace Greeley by the Liberal Republicans
in 1872; and up to within a month of the date of election that
movement gave every promise of sweeping the country and de-
feating Grant. It is not so far back to the Silver Republican
bolt of 1896, when those who adhered to the party and par-
ticularly in the West, were denounced as hirelings of Wall
Street and enemies of mankind; and many remember the cer-
tain and cocksure predictions up to the very day of election
of the defeat of McKinley; and so to-day we are confronted
with a breach in the party lines and the promise of an inde-
pendent nomination.

No citizen under a free government is justified in abusing
men for honest differences of political views. Members of any
political party have a perfect right, for proper reasons, either
to support the candidates of another party, or, if they see fit,
ally themselves with a separate and independent organization.
On the other hand, all good citizens have a right, and it is
their duty, to calmly, dispassionately inquire into the motives
which actuate such conduct and to insist upon truth of state-
ment relative thereto and that honesty of purpose and real,
and not false or merely fanciful, reasons shall constitute the
motive or the excuse for such action.

THE ?RECON\'ENTION CAMPAIGN.

In the campaign preceding the Republican national conven-

tion there was a wide difference of opinion, as there generally

is, relative to the cholce of candidates. Some of the active
supporters of a certain candidate frankly admit that for what
they were pleased to term “ psychological reasons” they insti-
tuted a large number of fictitious contests, many of them long
after delegates had been elected without opposition, and there-
upon presumedly for the same *“ psychological reasons” sterted
i nation-wide campaign of accusation and abuse, continuing it
on down during and subsequent to the national convention im
ever-increasing violence and volume.

There was no single note of moderation in all this torrent of
abuse and villification. The national committee, containing
many friends and supporters of the candidate who had been
most emphatic and vehement and abusive in the claim that
delegates and delegations had been stolen, by their unanimous
vote in a considerable majority of the contests—and in many
cases where the claims of fraud had been the most positive,
emphatic, and violent—declared against the delegates pledged
for him. Even then the charges of fraud were in no particular
or in the slightest degree modified or withdrawn; on the con-
trary, each succeeding unanimous judgment of the national com-
mittee against delegates and delegations which had been claimed
by and for Mr. Roosevelt but led to a fresh outburst of extrava-
gant claims, astounding charges, and unmeasured abuse.

Evidently somebody was wrong. Either Mr. Roosevelt was
mistaken, misled, or carried beyond all bounds by disap-
pointed ambition, or his friends and supporters on the national
committee were, after 15 days of examination of contest cases,
all misled or were wicked and disloyal to him.

Later, the cases still contested were presented and argued at
great length before the committee on credentials of the conven-
tion, and a period equal to five eight-hour days was consumed
in hearing and consideration of contests. No one was denied
a hearing; ample time was allowed. By a majority of more
than two-thirds, including, in most cases, the members from
States whose delegates were not for either Mr. Taft or Mr.
Roosevelt, the committee decided the cases as they had been
decided by the national committee.

The fact is, that in cases of doubt, the doubt was generally
resolved in favor of delegates pledged to Mr. Roosevelt. Much
has been said of the two delegates from the fourth California
district. The fact is that under terms of the ecall for the com-
mittee none of the Roosevelt district delegates from California
were entitled to seats, and yet they were all seated, except in the
district where the Taft delegates had a clear majority.

The Republican Party has always stood for the prineiple of
local representation and ean not agree to the doctrine that the
people of a district shall be disfranchised in the election of their
own representatives by the vote of people living outside the
district. If the policy adopted in California should become gen-
eral, New York City, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, Chicago, and
other large cities would elect and control all the delegates to
national conventions from the States in which they were located.
What a snap for bosses such a plan would be is proven by the
fact that Boss Johnson absolutely controlled the California
delegates.

COXNTESTS HONESTLY DECIDED.

Not only were the delegates in the Republican convention at
Chicago honestly seated, but the demand that no contested
delegate should be allowed to vote on any question was most
preposterous. No delegate was allowed to vote on his own
case, but if the rule were adopted in conventions that no dele-
gate placed on the temporary roll whose seat was contested
was allowed to vote on any question, the flimsiest minority could
absolutely control any convention by the simple process of dis-
franchising the majority by trumped-up eleventh-hour contests.

To fully realize how preposterous the proposition presented
was, it should be remembered that it was not proposed to deny,
all of the 252 delegates whose seats had been contested the
right to participate in the convention, or to deny that right to
any of the Roosevelt delegates whose seats had been contested
by Taft men. The demand was made as to a select list referred
to as 92, but really only 72, of Taft delegates who, a self-
appointed arbiter had taken it upon himself to judge, were not
entitled to seats, though he had not heard a single contest pre-
sented or argued. This action reminds one of the case of the
hotel keeper who, having presented an exorbitant bill to o
departing guest, was interrogated by the guest as to just why
he fizred his outrageous charge at the exact figure he did, to
which the landlord grimly replied that he had been doing some
figuring and haed concluded that was exactly the sum he needed
in his business.

Unfortunately, many good people have been misled by the
cocksureness and vehemence of the charges made against the
action at Chicago in the seating of delegates. Such people
should recall that the leaders of a movement may originally be
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misled by the statements of superserviceable and dishonest
subordinates on whose suggestions contests have been brought.
Once having made declaration, disappointment, the lack of cour-
age to confeSs an error, or overweening personal ambition will
sometimes lead men to almost any length or act or accusation.

Those Republicans who are inclined to follow the third-party
movement should ponder long before doing so. While the leader
of the movement did not secure delegates enough to place him
in nomination, he could have brought about the nomination of
any one of half a dozen candidates known as leaders in the so-
called progressive movement long before he sought to appro-
priate to himself the strength of that movement; but he refused
to do so or to allow his supporters to do so, insisting that if
there was to be a compromise, “ the compromise candidate will
be me.”

THE THIED TERM,

I can not believe the people will support a third-term candi-
date. The warning and example of Washington and all the
great men of our history are against it. The present aspirant
for the third term has, in the most solemn manner, declared
against it. Furthermore, I can not imagine how a movement
can commend itself which is notoriously financed and fostered
by the heads of great trusts which the Government is prosecut-
ing. Self-seeking men will join a movement because of the fact
that it has unlimited corporate capital backing it, as we are
constantly assured by its friends that the third party has, but
it certainly can not appeal on that ground to the ordinary citi-
Mr. Perkins and other great trust magnates are not likely
to go into political movements requiring large outlay without
expecting a return on their investment in the opportunities to
plunder the people. A party long established, with complete
organization, may carry on a campaign with a limited amount
of contributions, but to build up an entirely new organization
is a costly process. The plan of Government regulated and con-
trolled monopolies advocated by Mr. Perkins and other leaders
of high finance and approved by Mr. Roosevelt only needs a
complaisant administration to make easy the oppression and
looting of the public to an extent beyond the dreams of avarice,

Nor can the common people be expected to follow in the lead
of rich dilettantes like the Pinchots and the McCormicks who,
born to great wealth and the possessors of vast incomes which
they find it hard to spend, wiili no practical knowledge of or
real sympathy for the struggles, the trials, and the problems of
the plain people, are eager for power that they may exploit
their theories and gratify their ambitions at the expense of the
public. Add to these the Flinns and the Wards and all the
other representatives of the worst types of bossism, masquerad-
ing under a false pretense and groping for issues chich it is
hoped will temporarily mislead the people, and the wonder is
that they can secure any considerable following, particularly
when to follow the third party only serves to aid the Democratic
candidate.

OPPORTUNITY FOR USEFUL BERVICE.

The Republican Party is to-day, as it has always been, big
enough to afford an opportunity within its ranks for useful
work and earnest and faithful endeavor for men of widely dif-
fering views as fo the avisest course to pursue to secure the
best results in the interests of all of the people in matters of
detail of procedure, administration, and legislation. Its glorious
history, its marvelous record of achievement, its long line of
patriots and statesmen among the wisest, the bravest, and the
best in American history, all of these are at one and the same
time an inspiration to party loyalty and an assurance that if,
forgetting minor differences, we stand shoulder to shoulder
for our great principles we shall accomplish as much in the
future for the cause of liberty and righteousness and good gov-
ernment as has been accomplished in the past.

The Republican Party is to-day as it always has been the
true party of progress. It has, like all organizations composed
of mortal men, made mistakes, but it never has as a party been
guilty of a fraud or dodged an issue. There have been times
in its history when it might have purchased temporary success
at the price of abandonment of principle, but as it refused to

excuse or temporize with slavery, as it declined to compromise’

the national eredit in the day of greenbackism, as it stood as
a wall of defense against the depreciation of the currency in
1806, as it has declined to abandon the doctrine of proiection in
the hours when it was temporarily unpopular, as it stood for
the rights of the black man even at the cost of success in the
South, so it stands to-day, determined in its adherence to the
fundamental principles of our Government, steadfast for the
protection of the rights of all classes of citizens, and jfirm in
its faith and confidence in the wisdom of the ultimate judgment
of the people, ;

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. GrREENE],

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, this bill is
the same as House bill 12812, introduced in the first session of
the Sixty-second Congress.

That bill was agreed to in conference between the committees
of the Senate and the House of Representatives, and it was
finally adopted by both branches and submitted to the President.
He promptly vetoed it, and his veto was sustained.

At that time the report from the Tariff Board had not been
received. The; Democratic majority of the Ways and Means
Committee prepared their former bill without holding any hear-
ings for the purpose of obtaining any information from either
the manufacturers of cotton goods or the operatives employed
in this great industry.

This action was in conspicuous contrast with past actions by
the Committees on Ways and Means of both the Republican and
the Democratic Parties, .

When the Wilson bill was prepared, the committee, a majority
of whom were Democrats, listened patiently to the testimony of
both manufacturers' and operatives, who were sent from New
England to Washington to give the information' which was then
eagerly sought for the purpose of submitting a bill which should
foster and promote the cotton-manufacturing industry. The
result was that a bill was adopted by the Congress which, in so”
far as it related to the cotton industry, was acceptable to both
capital and labor.

Had the Ways and Means Committee of that Congress dis-
played as much wisdom and common sense in preparing the
remaining schedules of the Wilson Tariff Act, and had they
also not allowed themselves to become Bryanized, and rushed
wildly after the financial heresies accompanying the “ free-sil-
ver” crusade, the victory of the Republican Party in the eam-
paign of 1806 might never have been written into history. Baut,
true to its past history, the Democratic Party blundered in the
preparation of the Wilson Tariff Act, and the result was that
mills and all classes of manufactures were unfortunately and
vitally affected. Men and women were thrown out of employ-
ment, with the usual result that when the wage earner is de-
prived of his wages his purchasing power is reduced. His
inability to obtain the necessities of life immediately affected
the farmer in the disposition of the products of his farm, and
th;a result was there was general business depression and dis-
aster.

This showed how interdependent we are. There can be no
permanent prosperity where a definite attempt is made to
attack any especial industry of such vital importance to both
the North and the South as the cotton industry is by so redue-
ing the duties upon manufactured products that, in addition
to the competition between manufacturers in this country,
these manufacturers and their employees shall be subject to
the competition of foreign manufacturers and foreign labor.
A careful investigation would have disclosed the fact that
domestic competition so reduces the price of the manufacture
of cotton goods that the profits, except in rare cases, are very
limited.

The added competition of the foreign manufacturer which
this bill will cetrainly produce would only result in a redue-
tion of the price of the product below the necessary profit
required to keep the cotton mills running, and if this foreign
competition continued, as it certainly would, the inevitable
result would be a reduction in the cost of production at home.
If that reduction in cost of manufacture necessitates a redue-
tion of wages and the stopping of mills, it would disastrously
affect the wageworker and his family by depriving him of
employment.

I fail to understand the wisdom or logic which takes posses-
sion of the Democratic majority and leads them to promote
legislation of the character written into this bill when past
experience has shown that it leads to disaster to business
interests of great importance and, worse than all, the throw-
ing out of employment thousands of men, women, and children
who find work and wages, which means happiness in the home
and greater opportunity for the education of the rising genera-
tion. I have heretofore referred to the wisdom displayed in
the preparation of the cotton schedules of the Wilson Tariff
Act in 1894, The Committee on Ways and Means gave patient
attention to the testimony of both operatives and manufacturers,
and they were induced by the prominent representatives of
the Demoecratic- Party in New England to so write the cotton
schedule that the industry which was then of so great impor-
tance to that section of the United States that even the Demo-
cratie leaders then in Congress hesitated and gave such con-
sideration to the facts that had been furnished them that they
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proceeded to prepare a bill which dealt reasonably fair with
both the operative and the manufacturer.

The cotton manufacturing industry in the South was develop-
ing largely then by the influx of eapital and the furnishing of
machinery by machinery builders from the Northern States,
and there were no large southern investments in the industry
there. Consequently the tariff was virtually prepared through-
out through the assistance and advice of the northern opera-
tive and manufacturer in the cotton industry.

The election of 1896 restored the Republican Party to power
and the Dingley Tariff Act was written into law. Hearings
were held and all of the schedules were given careful con-
sideration. Operatives and manufacturers in the cotton indus-
try appeared before the Ways and Means Committee and ex-
' pressed themselves satisfied with the cotton schedules, and the

only changes made in the cotton tariff were a very few, made
necessary by changes in the processes of manufacture, and the
consequent need of guarding against the competition of the for-
eign manufacturer. In fact, the tariff, in so far as it related to
the cotton industry, was practically unchanged. The general
revival of business in every other line of manufacture gave a
healthful impetus to the cotton industry.

Mr. Speaker, I have never known of such a scale of wages
. prevailing as marked the period from March 4, 1857, to March
4, 1861, or of such a long period of lack of employment as
marked the history of that memorable Democratic administra-

tion.

For the first time since 1861 the cotton manufacturing in-
dustry has been singled out for attack by the Democratic major-
ity in the Sixty-second Congress.

There is no other indusiry in the country which can show
as small a margin of profit in a general sense as the cotton
industry. That there have been phenomenal cases where con-
ditions in the purchase of raw material, ability in management
of the plant, and fortunate conditions have prevailed in dis-
posing of the product at limited periods where the business has
been profitable, but those conditions have been the exception
and not the inflexible rule. Foreign competition will make the
conditions in the United States disastrous to the ordinary man-
nfacturer and injurious to the more successful and prosperous
manufacturer.

1t has frequently been the experience of the cotton operative
that long-continued depression and disastrous conditions to the
manufacturer result in a reduction in the wage scale, for that
is an element of cost that is most easily attackable when com-
petition becomes so keen that profits are eliminated.

The competition is, and has been, so keen for a long period
in the cotton industry in our own country that prices of cloth
and yarn, except in particular and especial lines, show but a
smaii margin of profit.

The cotton-goods schedules prepared by the Committee on
Ways and Means of this House in the Payne Tariff Act were
practically unchanged when that bill was sent from this body
to the north end of the Capitol.

In another body it was deemed wise to make many important
changes in the bill to meet the changing conditions in the in-
dustry and to provide for checkmating and reducing the com-
petition from the fine cotton-goods industry in foreign countries.
I listened to the debates that took place at that time, and cer-
tainly, from samples of goods shown and facts given as to the
construction of the law by appraisers and decisions of the courts,
there appeared to me to be ample reason for a more specific
and definite tariff to be determined in order that the fine-goods
industry in this country might receive more ample and definite
protection from the competition of the manufacturers from
abroad.

Amendments were offered and were finally considered in a
conference between the committees of the two Houses, and the
Payne-Aldrich Act was enacted into law.

The principal objections to the cotton schedules of that meas-
ure came from the interests of the importers, wholesalers, and
the large department stores of the country. The newspapers, on
aceount of dissatisfaction arising from the wood-pulp and print-
paper schedules, very largely joined hands with the importing
jnterests in attacks upon the bill. The importers are an im-
portant aggregation of business men in New York and other
large business centers. They have no interest or sympathy
with those who toil for their daily bread, nor are they engaged
in promoting or encouraging the manufacturing industries of
the United States, because they find their most profitable occu-
pation to discredit the tariff laws of the United States and also
to make it easier to bring into our seaports the products of
other countries where the wages paid the employees are smaller
and the cost of maintenance and fixed charges of the manu-

facturing plants are less than those of similar establishments in
the United States.

These men are alert, sharp, and naturally theg endeavor to
provide for their own households, and they do not give consid-
eration to American interest preferentially over the interests of
the foreigner, and therefore they become powerful allies with
the free traders, tariff reformers, and ineidentally they nat-
urally gravitate to the Democratic Party in its present efforts
to destroy the tariff wall which has for so long a period de-
fended the interests of American industries and American labor,
I have read the earnest appeals of the American Cotton Manu-
facturers’ Association, whose headquarters are at Charlotte,
N. C., addressed to the chairman and members of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means asking that they would give heed to
their demand that the cotton schedule should not be subject to
a radieal revision without granting to these important factors
in the development of the southern cotton industry an oppor-
tunity to appear before the committee and present facts for
::ihelir eﬁcfmsidera1:lon. If I am correctly informed this request was

en

One of the most prominent and successful manufacturers in
the district which I have the henor to represent is Mr. Walter
H. Langshaw, president and agent of the Dartmouth & Bristol
Mills, of New Bedford, Mass., who expressed some criticisms
of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff ‘Act, and it was quite natural that
Chairman Uxperwoon, of the Committee on Ways and Means,
should look to him for aid and assistance in destroying the
effectiveness of that act. B ;

Mr. Langshaw wrote to Mr. UxpErwoop during the speecial
session of the Sixty-second Congress expressing his inability
to aid in preparing the schedules of the pending bill, because
of the complex nature of the work and lack of time to properly
prepare for such an important undertaking. Mr. Langshaw
further expresses his regret that men connected with the dry
goods committee, comprised largely of importers, had been en-
gaged for the purpose of assisting in making a new cotton
schedule, and he informed Mr. UxpeErwoop that he would not
wish to be identified with men whose interests lie so diametri-
cally opposed to those of investors in this country, and whose
statements are the best evidence of their ignorance on the sub-
ject. As for a revision by politicians, Mr, Langshaw states he
has no patience with that. Mr, Langshaw also further added
that he esteemed the time too limited at that session of Con-
gress to do the work justice, and he further stated that he
does not want, either directly or indirectly, to be identified with
such bungling as has been done in the past or with any action
for which political expediency is a dominating factor. This
plain language from a successful manufacturer who is in no
sensge a “ standpatter ” ought to be carefully considered. Neither
Mr. Langshaw nor anyone else was granted a hearing by the
Committee on Ways and Means,

I also quote the following interview with Mr. John Hobin,
secretary of the textile council of the city of New Bedford,
Mass,, as taken from the New Bedford Evening Standard of
July 26, 1911:

OPERATIVES INTERESTED—FEAR RADICAL REDUCTION IN TARIFF ON COT-

TONS—NOT OPPOSED, HOWEVER, TO SBLICHT LOWERING OF RATES TO

LEVEL OF THE DINGLEY BILL—INCREASES NOT ASKED FOR HAVE PROVED

DETRIMENTAL TO THE MILL WORKERS,

That the textile operatives of this city and of other cotton-manufac-
turing centers strenuously object to the &roposed radical reductions in
the cotton schedule, although the{, ingist that some reductions should be
made, is the O{J[n.iDn of John Hobin, secretary of the textile council of
this city. While cotton manufacturers, converters, finishers, importers,
and politicilans are guarreling over what should be done with the cotton
schedule—which was presumably framed to protect the wage earner in
American cotton mills—this expression of opinion from a prominent
official of the labor men themselves ought to have interest:

“ When the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill was under discussion,” Mr. Hobin
sald Iyesterday. *the textile unions joined with the manufacturers in a
E‘eﬂt on that the cotton schedules be retained at the existing level,

hat was all they wanted, and, through the delegation that the United
Textile Workers sent down to Washington, all they asked. They cer-
tainly did not want the duties tﬁ:shed up higher, as was done. So they
are consistent when they ask t the cotton schedules be reduced.

“ YWe feel that the raising of the duties is as injurlous to the wage
earner as would be a serious reduction in them. DBy the undue elevation
of the duties, the converters and retailers have been permitted to charge
prices for the eloth so high as to place them comparatively out of reach
of a large part of the consumers. We believe that the retention of the

resent abnormally high doties can not fail to produce such high prices
?or cloth as to lHimit the market and force curtailment in the industry.

“ But, on the other hand,” Mr. Hobin continned, * we protest against
the reduction of dutles to the extent proposed b{ the moerats. In
saying this I am not raising a part{ issue nor talking from a political
standpoint. 1 believe that the textile operatives as a whole feel the
same way, irrespective of politics. We are very much afraid that the
party in power at Washington is going to injure us as seriously b
reductions in the tarlff as the other party did by undue elevations of it.

“ Personally, I favor very much President Taft's scheme of submitting
this matter to a Tarif Commission. The cotton schedule ought to be
capable of scientific adjustment, and in my opinion this is tho best
solution of the problem.”
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The pending bill proposes to benefit the consumer by creating
greater competition for the American manufacturer by reduc-
ing the tariff on imports to such an extent that the American
manufaeturer will be compelled to lower his cost of production
to enuable him fo meet this new element of competition, if this
bill should be enacted into law. As previously stated, there
were, in 1910, 1,713 cotton mills, all constructed at high cost
of labor, material, and machinery; very much higher in cost
than our foreign competitors are called upon to pay. These
mills are too costly and are built of too heavy material to be
removed from their present locations, even if more favorable
locations could be obtained, and these facts ought to receive
consideration when new, elements of competition are to be sud-
denly forced upon the investor by the proposed radical reduction
of the tariff.

The proposed revision of the tariff affects every one of the
1,713 cotton mills in the United States and every one of the vast
number of operatives in the different mills in many States of the
Union, but it more directly and unfavorably affects the finer
grades of yarns and finer qualities of cotton cloth than any other
product of the industry, for the importations have been in the
past, and will continue to be in the future, on the finer quali-
ties of production, and the amount of the importations will, in
the judgment of every manufacturer and operative whose views
I have seen guoted, exceed by manyfold the estimate guoted
by the chairman of the committee in presenting the proposed
bill.

New Bedford, Mass,, is the center of the fine-yarn and fine-
goods industry in the United States, and although Fall River,
Mass., exceeds it In number of cotton spindles, it ranks second
in the production of fine yarns and fine goods. These two great
cotton centers will be called upon to bear the greater burden
which the reduection of the tariff proposed in this bill will im-
pose upon any community in the United States. I protest
against this proposed iniquitous legislation in the name of
and in behalf of every man, woman, and child in the district
which I have the honor to represent on this floor.

Under the existing tariff act the cotton business has been
fairly prosperous, and continuous employment has been the rule
rather than the exception.

Wages have been increased and the hours of labor have been
reduced in the cotton industry in the State which I represent,
in part, on this floor. There is a strike in the city of New
Bedford, in the district which I have the honor to represent,
occasioned by a difference of opinion between the operative
and the manufacturer on the guestion of fining the operatives
for imperfect work in the weaving departments. WWhile this
difference of opinion on this question is very unfortumate, it is
not in any way involved in the tariff problem.

In the first session of the Sixty-second Congress House bill
12812 was infroduced by the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, and it was adopted and reported to the House
of Representatives by the Democratic majority of said commit-
tee. For some reason best known to the Democratic members of
the Committee on Ways and Means they did not hold any public
hearings on the bill. It was reported to the House and only a
very limited time for debate was allowed. The bill was finally
passed by the House. It went to the Senate and the bill was
agreed to and it was presented to the President for approval
or disapproval. It met with the disapproval of the President.

At that time there was no report fromt the Tariff Board, and
the President showed the inconsistencies and fallacies of the
bill, which he thought was prepared without due care and
consideration and without having possession of facts necessary
to the framing of a bill of such vital importance to the many
thousands employed in this industry and to the large amount
of capital invested in the industry.

After the bill had passed the House it had been sent to the
Senate, Southern manufacturers sought there an opportunity
to be heard regarding some phases of the industry which vitally
affected them, but they were denied the privilege of presenting
their views except in a limited manner.

It was not expected that any bill affecting the manufactures
of cotton would be presented at this session of Congress. But
as the other body began to actively consider other tariff sched-
ules on the floor of the Senate, the Democratic majority of the
Committee on Ways and Means determined to report another
bill to the House. It was supposed, in view of the report of
the Tariff Board, which they by their votes had helped to
create in the Sixty-first Congress, and the objections made by
the President in his veto of House bill 12812, that in the presenting
of a new bill some features might be changed so that there
might be some possibility of enacting into law a bill which
should meet the approval of the President.

But with the same obstinacy that has characterized all at-
tempts to prepare tariff bills, we find ourselves confronted with
the same bill that had heretofore been debated and passed by
both the House and Senate. Not an “i1” dotted nor a “t”
crossed, but a change in number only, being the result of many
months’ incubation. >

That is certainly constructive statesmanship with a venge-
ance. It involves no labor to prepare such a bill, because with
no hearings being held the only act necessary is to put a new
number on the bill and report the same to the House. I think
no one will be deceived by such unheard-of practices,

Clearly the bill was only introduced in order to demonstrate
that the Congress was busy with tariff legislation, and therefore
there was some excuse for the two bodies to remain on guard in
Washington. The discourtesy shown to operatives and manu-
facturers by the abrupt refusal of the Committee on Ways and
Means to grant any opportunity for the presentation of facts
showing the bearing that the proposed changes in the cotton
tariff would have on the wage earners as well as the manufae-
turers was in marked contrast to the course pursued in the
preparation and consideration of the Wilson tariff, the Dingley
tariff. or the Payne tariff acts and all former tariff bills here-
tofore enacted, all of which have vitally affected the grower of
cotton or the operative or manufacturer.

The district which honors me with its confidence contains
more than one-fourth of all the cotton spindles in the United
States, and the city of Fall River, Mass., where I reside, has
more than one-seventh of all the cotton spindles in the country.

Nearly 70,000 persons are directly employed in the cotton mills
of the district. The question of their employment and wages is
not only of importance to themselves and their families, but it
affects the farmers of the surrounding country, who obtain their
sustenance by selling the products of their labor.

When the former bill was considered in the House of Repre-
sentatives many questions were propounded to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. UNpEgwoob], the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

‘These he answered in a flippant manner, which I am sure
would not haye been applauded by the operatives in the cotton
mills, but which had the approval of his partisan colleagues.

Nearly every one of these operatives in the eotton mills of
New England know what it costs to make a yard of cloth, and
they are also familiar with the selling price of the product. If
the Members of this honorable body had the same amount of
information, they would be a little more careful than they now
are about throwing open the American market to the competi-
tion of the lower priced labor and the less cost of production,
because of the less amount of capital invested by the foreign
manufacturer in the construction of a similar manufacturing
plant, in many of the countries on the other side of the Atlantic
Ocean or in the oriental countries across the Pacific Ocean.

Who is calling for the reduction of the tariff on cotton goods?
I will answer, the free irader. His love of country is based
upon the narrow idea of procuring whatever he needs for his
comfort, luxury, or necessity in the cheapest market. He
thinks not of employment for his fellow men. He can not see
beyond himself. He is the best representative of sordid selfish-
ness. The golden rule is not one of his cardinal precepts.

Does anyone in his right mind believe that a single person
employed in a cotfon manufacturing plant is complaining of the
high price of the product of his labor? They realize that the
market price of the product of their labor is but slightly above
the cost of production. They know that if the theories of the
Demoecratic Party are put into practice the result will be that
goods will be manufactured abroad, and as a consequence they
know that every yard of goods manufactured abroad will take
the place of the products of Ameriean labor.

Neither the mill operative, the manufacturer, or the laborer
is calling for a reduction of the tariff on cotton goods. There-
fore we can conclude that the nonproducer is the element in
society which is calling the loudest for a reduction of tariff
duties on cotton goods.

The laboring and producing members of the body politic can
not agree to a reduction of duties when they know that it would
result in providing more employment for mill operatives in
Great Britain, Continental Europe, India, Japan, or China, and
no argument put forth by gentlemen on the other side of the
aisle regarding the cheapness with which goods can be produced
abroad and the advantage it would be to have the tariff reduced
so that these productions of foreign capital and foreign labor
can be more readily brought into competition with the capital
and laborers employed in the cotton mills of this country will
be accepted as logical.
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Past experience has demonstrated every time this antiquated
method of producing prosperity has been put in practice by the
unwise legislation of the Democratic Party that it brings dis-
aster and ruin to the cotton industry, and distress, lack of em-
ployment, and deprivation of the comforts of life to the mill
operative and his family.

I am opposed to all such theories, as the Democratic Party
by proposing such legislation endeavors to foist upon the peo-
ple, because it can benefit no one; but on the other hand it
means disaster to the capitalist and distress and ruin to the
operative.

As it would take away the purchasing power of both of the
parties I have alluded to, each of whom are dependent upon
the prosperity of the other, it would have a far-reaching in-
fluence upon every other industry in the United States.

We have indications of great crops of every kind to be pro-
duced by the American farmer.

Every citizen of the United States is vitally interested in the
production of the necessities of life. I would assume that no
American with a spark of patriotism in his soul would de-
gire that the producer of raw cotton should be compelled to sell
the product of his investment and labor at a price below the
cost of production.

In fact, I believe that it is a sound business proposition that
labor and ecapital should find adeqguate compensation. Cotton
is distinetively an American product, which is practically with-
out competition from abroad. It has puzzled my Dbrain to
understand why the Democratic majority in this House, when
to that cotton is added the cost of erecting a factory building
and equipping the same with machinery, there should be a de-
termined and insistent demand that the product of that added
labor and eapital should be subjected to competition from
abroad.

This is an unexplainable mystery, which the American voter
will be interested to have explained without equivocation in the
coming national campaign by the Democratic orators at the
same time that they are whining because President Taft
vetoes their ill-considered and carelessly prepared legislation
which they send to him not with the purpose of having the
game enacted into law, but with the intention of putting the
President “into a hole.”

My colleague from Connecticut [Mr. Hirn], a single member
of the Repunblican minority of the Ways and Means Committee,
presented a bill which was supported by nearly all of the
minority Members present in the House..

The gentleman from Connecticut is able and distinguished.
He was for many years a successful woolen manufacturer.

There is a vast difference between the manufactures of cotton
and that of wool. I would coincide quite fully with his views
on the wool industry, but I could not coincide with his conclu-
sions on the cotton industry. Therefore I voted against the bill
presented by Mr. Hirr, as I did against the bill reported by Mr.
Uxperwoop, the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Neither of them, in my judgment, were accorded sufficient
consideration or hearing before the Committee on Ways and
Means—the most important committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives. :

The Democratic Party were in full control of the Government
from March 4, 1853, to March 4, 1861.

After that period they were sometimes in control of the
House and sometimes in the control of the Senate. They have
been twice intrusted with the office of President, and during
the sessions of the Fifty-fourth Congress they controlled the
_Senate and House in addition to the Presidency.

Their record of constructive legislation is practieally unknown
to the present generation.

During the year 1909 more than $10,000,000 additional eapital
was invested in the fine yarn and fine goods industry in the city
of New Bedford, and more than $6,000,000 was invested in that
city during the year 1910. Sixteen mills in number were added
to the number that the city formerly contained. They use the
finer grades of sea-island and Egyptian cotton and the better
grades of American cotton, and their product is very largely
of the quality heretofore imported. The reduction of the tariff
proposed in this bill will cause a much greater quantity of
similar products to pass the customhouses and enter into active
and severe competition with the individoals who have massed
their contributions in taking stock in the various corporations
which have been organized to promote and extend this important
industry.

During the past 10 years the city of New Bedford increased
4n population 54.6 per cent and now contains more than 100,000
people.

No adequate reason for the vicious attack made upon the
principal industry of this thriving community by the proposed

bill has been advanced, nor is there any valid reason why the
special industry located in the distriet which I have the honor
to represent should be called upon to meet the great burden
proposed to be inflicted upon it by the radieal conditions con-
tained in the bill presented in this House, and which it is pro-
posed to enact into law as far as this House can, by a decree of
the caucus of the Democratic Party, without granting a hearing
to either the owners of the mills or the operatives who earn
their daily bread by the sweat of their brows.

Before the specinl session of the Congress had been called
after the adjournment of the last session of the Sixty-first Con-
gress, during conversation which took place between myself
and a leading cotton manufacturer of fine goods of my own
city, he related to me an interesting Fact, which I desire to
bring to the attention of the Members of the House.

He stated a short time previously he had made up a grade of
goods that he thought he could find a ready market for at the
price of 84 cents per yard. He placed the samples in the hands
of his New York brokers, but owing to the depressed condition
of the catton industry no buyer could be found. He therefore
placed the samples with a Boston broker, who received an offer
of 8} cents per yard. This offer was finally accepted.

After filling the first order and the same being duplicated
and further demand seeming in prospect, the manufacturer
stated that he journeyed to Boston and visited the large de-
partment store which had purchased the goods and sauntered
around the great establishment until he arrived in that portion
of the store where the goods were being sold to the consumer,
and he found that the customers were buying these goods which
he had sold at 8} cents at 25 cents per yard.

Mr. Speaker, if the gentlemen on the other side of the aisle
desire to benefit the consumer by the legislation which they
enact, it is very clear to my mind, as I doubt not it is to yourg
and to the minds of those who listen to me to-day, that the point
of attack should not be at the customhouse, but at some point
to be determined by careful study and deliberation of the condi-
tions which prevail between the manufacturer and the ultimate
consumer.

- The great advance and growth of the cotton-manufacturing
industry in the Southern States is but a natural and welcome
feature of the prosperity of the Nation itself, The northern
manufacturer welcomes this new factor in the Nation's life.
They recognize that the more modern factories and the former
abundance of native help were advantages which, added to the
flllose proxtiilﬂlty 1?0 tht; raw material, were important factors in
‘he competitive line of production to which they wer

to adapt themselves. x e

The South has produced very largely the coarser grades of
yarn and cloth. With the lapse of time and the benefit of ex-
perience and improvements in methods and machinery, the south-
ern manufacturer at this time is seeking to produce the finer
grades of yarn and cloth; but this condition arouses no feeling
of indignation or dissatisfaction with their northern competitors.

The competition of the foreign manufacturer, swho is not bound
by American regulations, American standards of living, Ameri-
can wages, nor hampered by the larger capital required to
construct and maintain his plant, is the competition to which
neither the northern nor southern manufacturer have heretofore
been subjected; and by the granting of redutcions at the cus-
tomhouse to the foreign manufacturers, who have long sought
the American market—the best market in the world—the pro-
visions of the pending bill will make it a great deal easier for
them to flood the American market with the products of their
capital and labor to the detriment of American industries and
American labor.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, realizing that edueation
has been one of the greatest factors in its advancaement to the
higher standards of excellence since the Pilgrim Fathers nearly
300 years ago landed on Plymouth Rock, several years ago en-
tered upon the policy of establishing textile schools, in order
that the rising generation might be the better equipped with the
requisite knowledge in the production of higher grades of textile
manufacturing. Builders of modern, improved machinery con-
tributed liberally to each of three textile schools established in
that Commonwealth. The State appropriated the money neces-
sary for their construction, and the city of Lowell, where my col-
league, Representative Burrer AMES, resides, and the cities of
Fall River and New Bedford, in the congressional distriet which
I have the honor to represent, cooperated with the State in pro-
viding money for their maintenance in order to provide for the
free education of its people.

The purpose of this higher education was to equip with ex-
perimental knowledge the rising generations, in order that they
might produce the higher grades of textile manufacture in
America, instead of buying the same abroad. No foreign manu-
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facturer contributes to this enterprise, but by the provisions of
the pending bill the foreign manufacturer finds encouragement
at American customhouses to neutralize the efforts of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts to improve its methods of textile
manufactures and advance the interests of its citizens. I am
one of the trustees of the textile school in Fall River and was
the first signer of the petition for its establishment.

In the matter of hours of labor in the cotton manufacturing
establishments Massachusetts takes the foremost rank. They
were the first to enact the 10-hour law. By acts of legislation
gince that time they have reduced the hours of labor to 58
hours and to 56 hours, and the Legislature of Massachusetts,
at its session for 1911, enacted the 54-hour law for cotton opera-
tives, and it went into effect January 1, 1912.

Massachusetis has now a Democratic governor, but the Repub-

lican Party has always had a majority in its legislature since

the party was formed in 1854, a period of 58 years.

Massachusetts is a manufacturing State. She produces none
of the raw materials which her artisans, mechanics, and opera-
tives by their labor, skill, and intelligence prepare for the use
of the American people. She does not want the pending bill
enacted into law.

If I were to be governed wholly by political considerations, I
would gladly welcome the passage of the pending bill. But,
Mr. Speaker, viewing the proposition upon the broader lines
which should govern a subject of such great importance, [
sincerely hope the bill may not be enacted into law.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. FINLEY].

Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Dingley law as passed by the
Republican Party in 1897 remained in force for 12 years, which
was a longer existence than had been accorded to any other tariff
act in the history of this country. For 10 years after the pas-
sage of this law the Republican Party confidently claimed that
the country was prosperous as the result of this act. Yet a short
study of the facts will show that prosperity resulted in spite of
the Dingley Act, and not because of it. An exactly similar wave
of prosperity followed the tariff act of 1846, which was passed
by the Democrats and continued in force for 11 years, making
it second to the Dingley Act in point of duration.. This period is
commonly spoken of as the free-trade era, though this act did
no more than apply the principle of tariff for revenue on an
ad valorem basis. During this period the country enjoyed a
long era of prosperity, and this being the case, the tariff re-
mained untouched, for the country was involved in a discussion
of slavery and weightier questions were at issue. An exactly
similar state of affairs explains the long continuance of the
Dingley Act. The country, owing to internal conditions, pros-
pered in spite of this law, and centered its attention upon the
problem of dealing with great trust combinations, destined to be
the great question of the twentieth century. These trusts owed
their existence in a large measure to the high-protective tariff,
hence after 10 years, prompted by the business complications
resulting in the panic of 1907, the tariff came in for its shave
of attention and its revision was demanded by the American
people as a step in the curbing of the trusts.

The Republicans Party, having become conscious of the trend
of public opinion, and of the general demand throughout the
country for a reduction in fariff duties, went before the people
in the campaign of 1908 with a promise of downward revision
They made the campaign solely on this issue, and the people of
this country, relying on their promise of downward revision,
returned the Republican Party to power.

». On March 15, 1909, President Taft called an extraordinary
session of Congress for the purpose of revising the tariff. The
tariff was revised, but the Republican Party, unable to break
away from the habits of a lifetime, again revised the tariff,
not in the interests of the people whom they had been placed in
power to serve, but in the interests of the great trusts of this
country, to whom their first allegiance has always been given.
As a result, the average ad valorem rate of duty on dutiable
imports amounted in 1911 under the Payne-Aldrich Aect to
41.22 per cent as compared with 44.16 per cent in 1905 under
the Dingley Act. Because of the prohibitive rates of duty
which exist on many articles in the present tariff act making
it impossible for imports fo ‘come in, the average of 4122
per cent in 1911 is below the average rate of duty assessed in
the act. In the campaign of 1910 the Republican Party went
before the people with this tariff as the fulfillment of its pledges
to revise downward, and the results of that election show the
appreciation felt by the people of this country for the way in
which the Republican Party had broken faith with them. A
Republican majority of 45 in the House of Representatives in

the Sixty-first Congress was changed to a Democratic majority
of 68 in the Sixty-second Congress. The voice of the people had
spoken, and in unmistakable terms it demanded lower tariff
duties levied in the interests of the people of this country and
not in the interests of predatory wealth. °

Government is and has always been merely the organized
form of the state through which the general will is expressed.
The state, by which is meant the people of the entire country,
and which is only another expression for the national conscious-
ness, subject always to the limitations of the Constitution, is the
supreme power, and when its will is clearly indicated it must
be carried out. Government is only the mechanism for execut-
ing the will of the people, and that government best performs
its functions which most nearly expresses the General Will,
clearly and intelligently indicated. Of all the governments
which have been evolved in the history of the world the Ameri-
can Government most nearly reaches perfection in this respect.
It most nearly approaches man’'s ideal of a true democracy,
and over the earlier democracies of the world it possesses the
added advantage of certain checks, of which the chief bulwark
is the Constitution, insuring stability to this Government and
protecting the people from hasty and ill-advised changes in the
fundamental principles of the Government. Once in two years
the people of this country are given the opportunity of saying
whether their will is being expressed by the manner in which
the party in power is conducting the Government, Two years
ago they showed in unmistakable terms their disapproval of the
work of the Republican Party and of its policy, which has
always been to levy tariff duties, not primarily for the support
of this Government, but for the protection of the great cor-
porations, with revenue for the Government as only an inci-
dental factor.

The Democratic Party was restored to power in the House
of Representatives on the promise that gradual reductions
should be made and the tariff restored again to a basis of
revenue. In compliance with these promises that party has
proceeded to make a reduction in the schedules of the tariff
to a point where they will give no unnecessary taxation while
still yielding an income adequate for the support of the Gov-
ernment. The Democratic Party has never stood for free
trade; it has always maintained that tariff duties for revenue
should be imposed, and incidentally, of course, some protection
will always follow. It has not held, however, as has the
Republican Party, that protection should be the essential fea-

Fture with revenue for the Government as only an incidental

factor, It was Francis Lieber, one of the greatest political
economists this country has ever seen, who, in speaking of duty
in its higher sense, enunciated this maxim, “ No right without
its duty, no duty withont its right.” 'The latter part of this
maxim, if we may be allowed to take duty in its tariff sense,
may be said to well express the attitude of the Democratic
Party toward the levying of tariff duties. No duty should be
levied unless Congress has an absolute right to impose it, and
the only right given Congress for levying any tariff duty is
to provide suflicient revenue for the support of the Govern-
ment. This prineiple is enunciated in the words of that great
Demoerat, Andrew Jackson, whom I quote with espeecial pride
because he was born in the district which I have the honor of
representing in this House. In his farewell message he said:

There is perhaps no one of the wers conferred on the Federal
Government so liable to abuse as the taxing power. The most pro-
ductive and convenient sources of revenue were necessarily given to It
that it might be able to rform the most Important duties imposed
upon_it; and the taxes which it Ia{s upon commerce being conecealed
from the real payer in the price of the article do not so readlly attract
the attention of the ple as smaller sums demanded from them di-
rectly by the tax gatherer. But the taxes imposed on goods enhances
by s0 much the price of the commodity to the consumer, and as many
of these dnties are imposed on articles of necessity which are daily
used by the great body of the people, the money raised by these Imposts
iz drawn from their pockets. Congress has no right under the Con-
stitution to take money from the ml}!e unless it is required to
execute some one of the specific powers Intrusted to the Government;
and if they ralgse more than s necessary for such purposes it is an
abuse of the power of taxation, both unjust and oppressive. It may,
indeed, happen that the revenue will sometimes exceed the amount
antig!dpated when the taxes were laid. When, however, this is ascer-
tained it Is easg to reduce them; and in au* case it is unguestionably
the duoty of the Government to reduce em, for no circumstance
can justify it in assuming a power not given to it by the Constitution,
nor in taking away the money of the people when it is not needed for
the legltimate wants of the Government.

In these words are found a true statement of Democratie
principles. The Democratic Party has remained frue to its
standards, and to-day stands as the champion of the great mass
of the citizens of this Republic, advocating, as regards both the
humblest citizen and the greatest corporation, equal rights and
equal privileges. The words of Jackson are reechoed in the
latest platform of the Democratic Party, as well as the plat-
form of 1908, upon which that party was restored to power in
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the House of Representatives, and from which I quote the fol-
lowing plank :

We favor Immediate revision of the tariff b{ the reduction of import
dutles. Articles entering into competition with trust-controlled prod-
ucts should be placed upon the free list, and material reductions should
be made in the tariff upon the necessities of life, especially upon
articles competing with such American manufactures as are sold
abroad more cheaply than at home, and gradual reductions should be
made In such other schedules as may be necessary to restore the tariff
to a revenue basis,

Immediately upon the convening of Congress in April, 1911,
the Democrats of the House of Representatives proceeded to a
fulfillment of these pledges. Tariff bills were passed by the
House so just and beneficial in their provisions that not even
a Republican Senate dared to stop their passage, and but for
the hasty vetoes of a Republican President would have resulted
in laws of untold benefit to this country.

The first bill passed by the Sixty-second Congress was the
farmers’ free list, which removed all tariff duties from agri-
cultural implements, leather, boots and shoes, cotton ties, cotton
bagging, lumber, meat, flour, food preparations, saddles and
harness, salt, fence wire, and sewing machines. The estimated
total value of these articles consumed in this country per an-
num is $2,760,000,000. 'The tariff rate on them ranged under
the Payne-Aldrich law from 7 per cent to 51 per cent, or an
average of about 18.75 per cent on the entire group. Now, as-
suming that the rate of tariff duty is 50 per cent effective in
increasing prices to the consumer, the estimated saving to the
consumers of this country from putting these articles on the free
list would have amounted to $390,000,000 in a 12-months’ period.
This saving would have been directly felt, especially by the
poorer people of the country, for the articles from which it was
proposed to remove tariff duties are all among the first neces-
sities of life. The President, although elected upon a platform
promising reduction in tariff duties and of the cost of living, at
once vetoed the Underwood bill, giving as a pretext that he
hLad not yet heard from his so-called Tariff Board, and therefore
any tariff revision made by the Democrats was unreliable.

No Tariff Board report or the report of any other board is
necessary to show that tariff duties should be removed from the
articles included in this bill. Agricultural implements, so neces-
sary to the great farming eclass, which is the backbone and
future hope of this country, are taxed so heavily that a complete
monopoly is given to the Harvester Trust, and the farmer is
forced to pay whatever price that trust demands. In fact, the
protection given this trust is so high that the cost of trans-
portation ean be paid on American-made machines and they
may still be sold abroad, with profit, at a lower price than they
are sold at home, The same thing is true of gsewing machines,
which are as much a necessity to the American household as
are agricultural implements to the farmer. When the Payne-
Aldrich tariff bill was before Congress manufacturers of boots
and shoes declared that if hides were put upon the free list they
counld manufacture boots and shoes in competition with the
world. In the Underwood bill hides have been put upon the
free list, and there is therefore no reason why protection should
be granted to manufacturers of boots and shoes. Meats, flour,
timber, salt, cement, and lime are among the first necessities
of life to all the 92,000,000 people of this country, and any
protective duty placed upon them only raises the cost of living
for those who can least afford fo pay it.

This country has become an exporting rather than an im-
porting country as regards these articles, and there can be
no excuse, therefore, even from a protective standpoint, for
keeping them on the tax list. To illustrate, our production of
agricnltural implements amounts to almost $111,000,000 per
aunum, our exporis of them to over $25,000,000, and our im-
ports to less than $170,000. Again, in the case of fresh and
preserved meats our production is valued at approximately
§800,000.000, of which we export about §150,000,000 and import
about $500,000.

In view of facts such as these it is evident that tariff doties on
the above-named articles bring to the Government a minimum
amount of revenue. Yet the policy of the Republican Party is
to maintain a high duty on these articles, although it results
in little benefit to the Government and in great hardship to the
consumers. The Democratic platform, on the other hand, de-
clares specifically that it favors the placing upon the free list
of trust-controlled products and material reductions in the
tariff duties upon the necessities of life, The free-list bill
as passed by the Democrats of this House and by the Senate was
in full compliance with this declaration, and, as was said above,
had it become law it is estimated that the saving to the Amer-
ican consumer would have been over $390,000,000 per annum.

The next bill passed by the Democrats of the House was one
reducing the duties on wool. The tariff duties on wool as con-
tained in Schedule K of the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill were de-

clared by President Taft himself in his Winona speech in 1910
as being “ indefensible.”

In this schedule as now constituted under the Payne bill
the Republican principle of protection finds a more cowmplete
expression than in any other schedule of the tariff. On woolen
goods, which after food are among the first necessities of life
for all the people of this country, a tax was placed by the Repub-
lican Party which was almost prohibitive. The ad valorem
tariff rate on imported woolen manufactures for 1910 was
90.10 per cent, being the highest rate imposed by the Payne:
Aldrich law. Such a rate is not designed to obtain revenue for
the Government, for by its very nature it is so prohibitive as
to yield very little revenue. It is levied in the interest of the
woolen manufacturers, and in effect gives them complete control
over the woolen trade in America.

In 1909 we imported $18,102,416 of woolen manufaciures, as
against a production at home of $514,732,000. At the same time
the woolen manufactures which we exported amoupted to only
the nominal sum of $1,971,739, thus showing what a complete
control of the American woolen market has been given to the
American woolen manufacturers. Yet such a state of affairs
is in accordance with the avowed Republican’ principle of pro-
tection, which holds, as announced in its 1908 platform—
that the true grlnclple of protection is best maintained by the imposi-
tion of such duties as will equal the difference between the cost of
production at home and abroad, together with a reasonable profit to
American industries,

In accordance also with the Republican idea to insure pro-
tection to the American manufacturers, the manufacturer him-
self was allowed to state to the Ways and Means Committee
what was the difference between the cost of production at
home and abroad, and his statements were blindly followed by
the Republicans and the rates fixed in accordance with them.
That persons so vitally interested in the result should have been
allowed to testify at all seems surprising, and the inaccuricy
of their statements, upon which the schedule was based, can not
be a matter of wonder. These manufacturers declared with
much insistence that to maintain “the true prineciple” of pro-
tection the duties must be kept very high, if not higher than
they were before., As a further proof that the prosperity of
the country depended upon the maintenance of such high duties,
they declared that otherwise they could not afford to pay such
high wages as at present, and the workingman would suffer.
It was the old ery which has been raised so often, that to com-
pete with cheap foreign labor the manufacturer must have pro-
tection if he is to pay the present high wages. Prof. Taussig
exposes this fallaey in his Tariff History of the United States,
page 365, from which is quoted the following extract:

One of the most familiar facts of industry, though one most commonly
forgotten in the protective controversy, is that high wages do not
necesaariIg mean high dprices of things produced. When Ilabor is
effective tszh wages and low prices go together, The truth is that
high general level of real wages is the outcome of high Lﬁeneral efficiency
of labor. Given such efficiency it would continue, tariff or no tariff.

In his speech of June 17, 1011, in this House, Mr. IIEpFIELD
gives facts which clearly bear out these observations of Prof.
Taussig and prove that because of the efficiency of the Ameri-
can workman high wages will continue to be paid and can
afford to be, nor will high prices necessarily follow. Indeed, low
prices result or else our American manufactureérs could not afford
to pay the high wages demanded by American laborers at home
and yet sell goods in foreign countries, in competition with for-
eign labor, as many American concerns certainly do. All this
goes to prove the inaccuracy of the statements made by manu-
facturers upen which the woolen schedule rates were based.

The Underwood bill, as passed by the Democrats, reduced the
duty on raw wool from an equivalent ad valorem duty of 42.20
per cent in 1911 to an ad valorem rate of 20 per cent, and on
manufactures of wool from an equivalent ad valorem rate of
87.65 per cent in 1911 to 42,55 per cent. Another change pro-
vided by the bill was the substitution of ad valorem duties for
the combination of specific and ad valorem duties, which make
the interpretation of the Payne-Aldrich bill impossible by any
except a Government expert, The President, however, chose to
veto this bill also, and the woolen trusts were allowed to fur-
ther enrich themselves at the expense of the consumers in this
country.

At the present session of Congress the report of the Presi-
dent’s Tariff Board, on which he placed so much reliance, was
submitted to the House of Representatives.

It was carefully analyzed by the Democrats, but was found to
contnin no information which justified the Democrats in chang-
ing the woolen bill as passed at the-last session. Not even the
Republicans can agree on what the report of the Tariff Board
means, or what would be a fair rate, in accordance with the
so-called scientific information. This grows out of the imprac-
ticability of the theory of the President and his party of at-
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tempting to ascertain the difference in cost of production here
and abroad. Had the President chosen to aid the Democrats
in their efforts to serve the country by passing the woolen bill
of Inst session over $50,000,000 in the past 12 months would
have been léft in the hands of the American people. Such,
however, would not be in accordance with the avowed Repub-
liean program of protection for the trusts.

‘The next schedule which the Democrats undertook to revise at
the last session of Congress was the cotton schedule. Under
the Payne-Aldrich law an equivalent ad valorem duty of 47.05
per cent dnring 1911 was imposed on all cotton manufactures.
The Democrats passed a bill through the House reducing the
duties to an average of 27.06 per cent, but the presidential veto
was again evoked to prevent the enactment of this measure into
law. On March 26, 1912, the President sent a message to Con-
gress with which he submitted a report of the Tariff Board on
the cotton schedule. As with the wool report of the Tariff
Board, the Democrats very carefully analyzed the cotton data
thus submitted with a view to checking up the results of their
work of last summer on the cotton schedule. No reason was
found for changing the rates of duty already fixed by the
Democrats, and the cotton bill of last session was again intro-
duced during the present session of Congress. As a matter of
experiment, a Republican Member, under the guidance of the
light shed by the Tariff Board’s reporf, worked out a revision
of the cotton schedule in accordance with the facts given in this
report. As a result. the bill evolved by him is made to im-
pose a duty within 2 per cent of the duty imposed under the
Democratic bill of last session. It is certainly worthy of note
that the Democrats, having access to the same information as
had the Republicans in 1909, produced a bill levying a duoty
within 2 per cent of the rate recommended by the Tariff Board's
report, while the Republicans, in 1909, evolved a bill levying
a duty so far in excess of a justifiable rate.

At the present session of Congress the Demoecrats passed a
bill reducing the duty on metals and the manufactures of
metals from an average ad valorem rate in 1911 of 32.03 per
cent under the Payne-Aldrich law to 2242 per cent. The
United States Steel Corporation, wiith its net earnings of a
billion dollars in 10 years, is one of the most appalling examples
of the giant growths that have sprung up under the Republican
policy of high protection. No one is more interested in the
prosperity of this country or in the growth of its commercial
and manufacturing interests than is the Demdcratic Party, for
in this age a country’'s greatness is, to a large extent, measurea
by its commercial supremacy. When, however, the growth of
the corporate interests of a country is at the expense of the
great mass of its citizens and works for the benefit, not of the
people of the country, but of a small body of eapitalists, then
the further growth of such a corporation should not be aided
by undue advantage given it by the Government under the
guise of tariff laws. The United States Steel Corporation at
the present time is in active competition with all the world in
the manufactures of metals, and by such great steel manufac-
turers as Carnegie, Schwab, and Gary, it has been admitted
that iron and steel products may be manufactured in this
country as cheaply as anywhere in the world. The surplus
products of the United States Steel Corporation are sold abroad
in active competition with the markets of the world, and I
contend that it is the duty of this Government not to promote
a state of affairs where the foreigner and not the American
citizen enjoys the advantages accruing from the marketing of
this surplus production.

In the chemical schedule the Democrats reduced the duties
from an average ad valorem rate in 1911 of 25.72 per cent,
under the Payne-Aldrich law, to 16.66 per cent. This schedule
was revised on a strictly revenue basis, reducing the duties on
articles of general use, as medicine, chemicals, and dyestuff
used in the wool, cotton, and paper industries, and placing the
burden of raising the revenue on those industries most capable
of supporting it.

Sugar has been placed by the Democrats on the free list.
This bill will directly affect every household in this country by
removing the heavy tax on an article of absolute necessity.
Should the free-sugar bill proposed by the Democrats become
law, fully $115,000,000 annually, which the people of this coun-
try now pay to the Bugar Trust, will be saved. To make good
the loss of $53,000,000 in revenue from placing sugar on the
free list the Democrats propose to raise sufficient revenue by
an excise tax, which will extend the corporatioa iax so as to
bring under it individuals, firms, and copartnerships, and will
place the burden of taxation on those most able to bear it.

Such has been the constructive tariff legislation which the
Democratic Party has tried to enact into law in accordance with
the promise whereby it was restored to power in this House.

The tariff revision that has been proposed has been honest and
made in the full conviction that it will result in benefit to the
great mass of citizens of this Republic. The issue between the
Democratic and the Republican Parties is clear. The policy of
the Republican Party is to place on all articles manufactured
in this country a tariff so high that the manufacturer will be
protected from all outside competition. As a result a majority
of the necessities of life (such as clothing, sugar, farming
implements, sewing machines, and many other articles too
numerous to mention) can be purchased in foreign countries at
from 25 per cent to 100 per cent cheaper than they can’be bought
in the United States. From a tax on such goods the Government
derives very little revenue, for the manufacture of practically
all such articles is controlled by the trusts and the high pro-
tective tariff gives them a complete monopoly of the American
market,

To illustrate, take the Steel Trust, the Harvester Trust, and
the Meat Trust, to whom such protection is given by the law
that they are enabled to charge the American consumer exor-
bitant and unreasonable prices for their products. From this
high-protective tax maintained on their products practically
no revenue goes in the Treasury of the United States, but a
great deal of revenue does go into the pockets of these trusts.
The revenue raised by tariff taxes annually amounts fo a little
more than $330,000,000. For the money that is raised in this
way for the support of the Government it is estimated that
under the Republican tariff laws there is taken out of the
pockets of the American consumer and given to the trusts more
than two thousand million dollars, not one cent of which goes
into the National Treasury.

Will the American people longer consent to be robbed in this
way by Republican tariff laws, framed for the protection of the
trusts of this country? The fight is on now, and I believe that
in November the people of this country will assert their right
to have the laws administered for their benefit, and will place
the Democratic Party in full control of this Government. Since
the Democrats came into power in the House of Representatives
on the 4th of March, 1911, a Republican President and a Re-
publican Senate have blocked the efforts of the Democrats to
give relief to the people, but the time is near at hand when these
obstacles will be removed.

In its convention at Baltimore the Democratic Party adopted
a sane and truly progressive platform, and in it the wishes of
the people of this country find complete expression. As candi-
dates for President and Vice President, Democracy has nomi-
nated men whose splendid character, brilliant attainments, high
order of statesmanship, and exalted patriotism are exemplified
in both their public and private lives. Next November, by
larger majorities than any Democratic nominees have received
in the last 90 years, the people of this country will elect to the
presidency, Woodrow Wilson, scholar, patriot, and statesman,
and will place in the vice presidential chair that splendid type
of American manhood, Indiana’s favorite son, Thomas R. Mar-
shall. These men on whom Demoecracy’s choice has fallen, have
made good abundantly in the offices they now hold as governor
of their respective States. The American people in November
will call them fo higher stations and wider fields, confident that
in the offices of President and Vice President the welfare of all
the people, the prosperity of the whole country, and the per-
petuity of its institutions will be safe in their hands. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Pay~NE] use the balance of his time?

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New
York [Mr. Pavyxe] has 20 minutes remaining, and the gentle-
man from Alabama has 1 hour and 22 minutes remaining.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I did not expect to say anything
on this subject this afternoon, inasmuch as I have talked so
much abont cotton, but still there are a few matters to which
I wish to allude. The Tariff Beard did not have time to send
experts abroad to get the cost there in the thorough manner
which they did upon the wool schedule, and hence the cost
abroad does not appear in the board's report. They have,
however, an exhaustive statement as to the prices abroad and
the prices here, and an exhaustive and conclusive statement
as to the cost in the factories in the United States. These are
the facts upon which a bill must be based in the present tariff
report.

I am not able to agree entirely with the gentleman from
Connectient [Mr. Hirr] as to his conclusions concerning the bill
which he iutroduces here. It is a much better bill than the
bill presented by the majority of the committee, and for that
reason I shall yield to the gentleman to make such motion as
he desires in connection with it, and shall also vote to sub-
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stitute it for the Underwood bill, reserving, however, to my-
self the privilege, if that report is ever completed by an in-
vestigation abroad, to act in accordance with the facts that
then shall appear in the Tariff Board report.

The gentleman- speaks of the duty placed upon mercerized
goods under the present law; as he said upon mercerized man-
ufactnred goods we arrived at the duty from the statement of
an old Member of the House, who had been for many years
engaged in the cotton-goods industry, but who had been out of
the business for several years at the time he made his state-
ment. Later, when the matter came up before the conference
committee, I found out to my satisfaction that we were misled
about the difference in cost. The process of mercerization costs
no more here than it does abroad. There is, however, some
shrinkage in the weight and also in the measurement of the
goods in going through the process of mercerization, and some
duty was necessary in order to make up for the difference in
the specific duties on those goods where they were based either
upon the yard measure or upon the weight of the goods. But
that was a small duty, and if there had been any amendment
pending I should have exerted myself to have eliminated the
duty on mercerized goods in the yard.

The mercerized process in yarn also costs no more here than
abroad. It costs exactly the same, according to information I
then obtained, and which is confirmed by the information ob-
tained by the Tariff Board. But the duty on yarn in that
bill was based on the 100-yard measurement, and I found in
the process of mercerization that the length and weight of the
yarn, the weight particularly, shrank 4 or 5 per cent. The
Senate had put on a greater duty than that through misin-
formation, and I succeeded in putting it down to the exact
difference according to the weight of the yarn, and I have no
apology for the duoty on the mercerization of yarn.

In the bill offered by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Hirr] and in the bill offered by the committee there is some
diserimination in favor of mercerization, perhaps not to so great
an extent, because the duty is the same per cent ad valorem oun
cloths in the gray and the mercerized cloth, and the difference
in the value makes up the difference in the duty, which is equal
{o the ghrinkage in the cloth. There is no advantage in either
of these bills over the present law on that question.

An interesting subject for investigation at the time we made
the present tariff law was the question of children’s and wo-
men’s hosiery, which got to be a national question, starting
out of the countingroom of a department store in the city of
Chicago, and advertised in the editorials of the Chicago papers,
and it seemed as if the independence and hosiery, especially
of the female sex were all bound up with what we proposed to
do with children’s and women’s hose of a certain class,

We have accurate information, Mr. Speaker, as to the cost
here and the cost abread. We acted upon exact information,
and we placed the additional duty on children’s and women’s
stocking hose, and the women and children are all wearing
hose to-day at the same retail price per pair, or per dozen
pairs, under the schedule where we placed them in the present
law, and they are happy. And there are thousands of young
women, some of whom came here—young ladies who would
grace any parlor in the land—to ask us to put on a little duty
and start up the stocking mills. We did this, and we started
the mills, and the girls are happy. And the women who came
down here representing the department stores of Chicago are
happy. And there is no one who feels any the worse for it
except merchants in Chicago who are manufacturing stock-
ings abroad and have to pay a little more duty to get them in
here than they did before.

Now, what I object to in Mr. Hmr's bill is that he did not
preseryve that duty according to the present law and not go into
any ad valorem duty, however high it may be, and subject those
mills to the tender mercies of the guilty consciences of those im-
porters of stockings in this country who run the department
stores and are not satisfied with getting retail and wholesale
profits, but demand also the profits on undervaluations in
getting those goods over here. He made a mistake in if; but
his bill is better in that respect than the Underwood bill,
because the duty upon these goods is higher.

Mr. Speaker, the Tariff Board's report shows that the cheaper
grades of cotton cloths, such as they make in Alabama and the
surrounding Southern States, and some of which business is
left in some of the Northern States, are sold actually cheaper
from the mills in the United States than abroad in eompetition
with the mills we meet in mutual markets abroad; and, as the
gentleman from Connecticut says, some of them have been sold
in the Lancashire district in Great Britain, showing, or tending
to show, at least, that they can be produced as cheaply or more
cheaply here. And the Tariff Board supplied the reason for it
in their report. We have been improving in cotton machinery,

and have got to that point where an American mechanic can
run from 20 up to 28 looms at once, because of the automatic
machinery which changes the bobbin from an empty bobbin to
a foll bobbin without stopping the operation of the machine
or calling the attention of the operator of the machine,

Our people have introduced those looms almost exelusively
in the United States in some makes of cotton goods. The same
looms are open to our Emglish competitors. They can buy them
over there and make them there. They are allowed under the
patents the same privileges of these machines that we have
here. But they have not seen fit to adopt them.

Why? Because the rules of the labor unions in Great Brit-
ain prevent generally their nsing more than 4 looms per opera-
tive, instead of from 20 to 28 as here, and in consequence only
4 looms can be used there, while the manufactory is under the
control of the labor uniong over there.

That is the reason why we make these goods cheaper. We
pay higher wages, and if they could run the 28 looms that we do
they could make the goods more cheaply, and the difference
would have to be met by a duty.

Now, that is a pretty uncertain foundation on which to base a
tariff bill and an uncertain reason for taking off the duty,
because now the labor unions seem to be controlling this thing.
How long will it be before their grip will be removed? Why,
it will be just when Great Britain loses her cotton trade, as she is
now losing it, under these conditions that are imposed, to such
an extent that the workman ecan not get even four looms to run,
or any looms to run; and then labor will wake up and they will
put in those men who are more efficient, even if they are as
efficient as those who run the woolen looms, where labor pro-
duces more in England than it does in the United States.

When they do that we shall need the protective dunty. It
will take a little time to change that condition, but it is not
safe to take off all the duty, and I believe that the duties pro-
vided for in the Hill bill ought at least to be kept on these
goods. The author of the Hill bill has reduced the duties be- -
low those of the Underwood bill; he has cut them in two. On
those goods the Hill bill has a protection, and the Underwood
Lill has protection twice over.

It would seem, Mr. Speaker, that there ought not to be any
sectionalism in this bill. I do not like to charge that there is
anything of the kind. It only “happens™ so that these duties
are so outrageously high on these goods that are made down
there, and it "“happened” when these gentlemen brought in
a fake farmer’'s free-list bill that they put everything known
to science in the farming industry and everything produced on
farms in the Northern States on the free list, but rice was left
off.

Rice remains where it is under the present law, with a pro-
tective duty upon it. Of course there was no design in that.
That was thoroughly an accident. And accidents, like lightning,
sometimes strike more than once in the same place. [Laughter
on the Republican side.]

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Underwood bill is an unbalanced bill.
It is prohibitive in some of its duties, and yet they ecall it a
revenue-only measure. For heaven's sake, what do you gentle-
men mean? Prohibitive revenues for revenue only! Yet yon
have them there.

Then when you come to knit goods, your bill does not measure
up to protection, and you do not measure up to full revenue in
your duoty. So you go on a hop, skip, and jump all through the
bill, Why did you not go over it again? Why did you not
profit by what you have learned in the last year, even if you
had to turn your backs on the Tariff Board report and main-
tain your insane opposition to what the people of this country
want, namely, a board of experts fo examine into all these
subjects and’ report, in order that we may have a more intelli-
gent tariff revision?

So, Mr. Speaker, as I said, T shall vote for the Hill substi-
tute as a good deal better than the Underwood bill.

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] will say T
am looking at it from a different standpoint, that I am looking
at it from a protectionist point of view. Well, I am looking at
it from a point that will adjust the duties to the difference in
cost here and abroad on these important articles. I stand for
that, as I have always stood for it. I stand for it as the ma-
jority of the American people have always stood for it when-
ever we have had a square vote on it.

Mr, HEFLIN. Will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from New

York yield to the gentleman from Alabama? ‘

Mr. PAYNE. I have only two or three minutes. I do not
think the gentleman will throw any light on my remarks.

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to ask the gentleman——

Mr. PAYNE. The gentleman will excuse me. I deecline fo
yield. Now, Mr. Speaker, having embalmed that fly—I do not
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mean to speak disrespectfully of my friend from Alabama. I
mean the fly that he was pushing out in this direction. I am
for protection, Mr. Speaker, because the greatest prosperity in
this country, from the foundation of it down to to-day, has been
while we have had a protective tariff that fostered our indus-
tries. It has helped everybody. It has helped the wage earner
by giving him continuous employment at good wages. It has
helped the farmer by giving him a market at his own door.
Why, God bless you gentlemen from the West, how do you
suppose our furmers in the State of New York would live if it
was not for the protective tariff {hat gives them a market right
at their ewn doors? When you bring your wheat and corn and
the products of your farms and sell them against our markeis
the New York farmer can not make much money on those
articles, and he is raising garden stuff and berries and fruits,
and everything that he can grow there, and selling them to
the people who work for wages which the protective tariff en-
ables them to earn, which in that way gives the farmer a near-
by market. Yes, and he has a little advantage, too, when he
has a little wheat left over that he can sell for use in the near-
by prosperous town. He can get a little better price for it
than you can get for yours after you have paid your transpor-
tation. And so our farmers live and are prosperous. And out
of this magnificent work of the protective tariff that brings
prosperity to the people of the United States, a prosperity which
comes to no other people under the sun, a prosperity which is
recognized by every great statesman of all the nations of the
earth, the other nations want a share. ®o it has happened that
no country in the world to-day is without a protective tariff
save Great Britain; and even in Great Britain they have so
many wharf and dockage charges, and official fees and things
of that kind, that they get somewhat of the benefit of protection
even without a tariff on protected industries.

So I am for a bill that protects. I wish the Hill bill had been
drawn a little more on the line of protection. I wish they had
not overlooked the stocking schedule, but had maintained the
present duties on stockings, which this Tariff Board report
shows were as nearly right as you could make them to-day.
That is shown In the evidence presented on page 615 of the
board’s cotton report. If the gentleman from Connecticut had
done that, then he would have had a better bill.

When we come to pass it in the next Congress, or soon after,
we will make it ideal all the way through; we will give the
Tariff Board a little more time and a little more money to get
the exact cost across the water. We are not afraid of the light,
we are not afraid of the faets. Turn on the light, and we will
make a bill in accordance with the facts and the light that
comes fo us.

I wish we could have had the light three years ago that we
have got now from the Tariff Board. I wish we could bhave had
the benefit of the Tariff Board then. We did the best we could,
we worked night and day to get at the facts, but the life of a
Congress is too short. Why, the great industries of this coun-
try, the work of this country, is g0 broad, so varied, so mag-
nificent in all its proportions, that the life of a single Congress
is not long enough, no matter how diligent men may be, to get
all of these facts. When the Democracy comes to settle for the
moment with their constituencies they will see it as we do, and
once more, as a litfle over a year ago, we will be unanimous for
a Tariff Board in the House and in the country. [Applause on
the Itepublican side.]

Mr. INDERWOOD, Mr. Speaker, has the other side con-
sumed all its time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. HarrisoNn of New York).
All the time of the minority has been exhausted. The gentle-
man from Alabama has 1 hour and 28 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, T will not detain the House
with an extended argument in reference to this bill. When it
wis presented to the House a year ago I fully discussed all the
details of the bill and it is not necessary to make an extended
argument now.

Yesterday, I stated in the Recorp our conclusions in reference
to the report of the Tariff Board. I have been entertained and
somewhat amused by the arguments that have been made by
the gentlemen on the other side of the House, especially those
arguments of my Republican brethren, explaining why they
intended to vote for the substitute that will be offered by the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hirr]. They pride themselves
on the fact, and state in the House that the Hill substitute is
lower in its rates of duty than the Democratie bill that is
presented to the House,

In the first place, I do not think that argument sets in the
mouth of the standpat Republicans on that side of the aisle,
when it has hardly been two years since they drove through the
House the Payne tariff bill, that instead of reducing the rates
of duty on the cotton schedule raised the rates of duty. [Ap-

plause on the Democratic side.] When they enacted into law
a bill that the first year it became a law levied taxes on the
American people under the cotton schedule to the amount of 48
per cent ad valorem and the following year levied rates of duty
which amounted to 47 and a fraction per cent ad valorem; that
these same gentlemen who to-day say they can not afford to
vote for the Democratic tariff bill that only levies taxes on the
American people, if it becomes a law, to the extent of 27 per
cent ad valorem—that they can not afford to vote for it be-
cause they are in favor of a bill that levies a lower rate of duty.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

I would not say anything that reflected on the character or
the intelligence or the integrity of gentlemen on that side of the
House, but when they come before the couniry with the blood
of the Payne tariff bill dripping from their fingers, exacting
rates that they to-day admit are exorbitant and murderous to
the consuming masses of the American people, and then say,
“No; we can not give you tariff relief; we can not afford to
vote for the Democratic bill that cuts the rates of that bill
nearly in half, because, forsooth, you have not reduced it low
enough,” they can not expect the American people to take them
seriously. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]

Ah, my friends, do you expect to carry that argument to the
American people? Do you expect to get the American people
to believe any such argument coming from your lips? I do not;
and I do not believe the people of the United States will give
faith and credit to the position you are taking in the House to-
day. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

As a matter of fact, I am glad the gentleman from Connecti-
cut has introduced his bill. It sustains the Democratic posi-
tion. He may be on some item a point lower than we are and
on another item a point higher than we are, but it repudiates
the Republican position on the tariff question. When you stand
on that side of the House and vote for the bill offered by the
gentleman from Conneecticut, youn will repudiate the position
which the President of the United States took yesterday., In
his letter accepfing the nomination again for the Presidency of
the United States, he states to the people that his position in
signing the Payne tariff bill has been justified by facts and
conditions. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. HirL] proposes a bill
that he says cuts the cotton schedule in the Payne-Aldrich bill
nearly in half. Dees that justify the position of the President
of the United States in signing the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill?
[Applause on the Democratic side.] YWhen you go to your con-
stituents this fall, are you going to stand for the President of
the United States or for the gentleman from Connecticut? The
President of the United States, in his letter of acceptance, in
referring to the tariff work of Congress, said:

On the other hand, our opponents, the Democrats, have presented to
me for my siznature a woolen bill and a cotton bill, both of which, 1f
allowed to become a law, as the reports of the Tarif Board show,
would have made such a radical ent the rates on many woolen and
cotton manufactures as to serlously Interfere with those Industries in
this country. This wonld have forced the transfer of manufactures to
England and Germany and other foreign countries.

That was the Republican pesition dripping down to Congress
from the White House, and yet to-day the gentleman from Con-
necticut brings an indictment against the Democratic Party be-
cause, he says, we have not reduced our rates low enough; and
the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAvyxe], who wrote the
Payne bill, says that he is in favor of the substitute proposed
by the gentleman from Connecticut because it reduces the raies
of duty lower than the Democratie tariff bill. Gentlemen,
you may be able to explain this position to some one else, but
you can not explain it in that way to me, and I do not think
you will be able to explain it to any intellizent American con-
stituency. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

There is nothing in the rate of duty that destroys an industry
if it does mor bring competition. There is nothing that can
injure the American manufacturer unless it comes from compe-
tition from abroad, and yet we have the Republican Party to-
day contending that their bill is at a lower rate and therefore
will bring greater competition, and at the same time the Presi-
dent of the United States saying that our bill would bring too
much competition, which you say bears higher rates, and be-
cause it contains a higher rate and less competition, according
to your arguments, we are going to destroy an American in-
dugtry.

As a matter of fact I showed and demonstrd#®d, to my judg:
ment, in the House last year that the total increase of importa-
tions under the cotton schedules, if this bill becomes a law, will
amount to but a little over $10,000,000; that the total consump-
tion of cotton goods in the United States amounts to over
$800,000,000 ; that if all the goods were admitted under our bill
the experts estimate may come into this country, it could not
seriously injure any legitimate industry, but it will bring about
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some more competition. It certainly wipes out a great many
of the prohibitive tariff rates that exist in the  Payne-Aldrich
law to-day, and, if that is the case, I say that when you voted
against this bill last year your votes were not justified; that if
Mr. Hur's substitute is voted down and you vote against it
to-dny you can not justify your votes with the argument that
your own side of the House has made [applause on the Demo-
cratic side] ; that if the Republicans in this House believe that
th: bill introduced by the gentleman from Connecticut is cor-
rect, then the President of the United States can not justify a
veto of this bill when it reaches him before this Congress ad-
journs,

. As to the Tariff Board, their report upon this schedule is
really lamentable. There is no raw material for them to report
upon, because cotton is on the free list. They made some effort
to investigate the cost of the yarn and the lower-grade products
of the cotton industry. In reference to cloth, they did exactly
what they did in the woolen schedule. They submitted samples
to manufacturers.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I do not care to yield at this time.
They submitted samples to manufacturers to ascertain from
them what the manufacturer said the price should be, and then
reported to Congress what conclusion they had come to after
the manufacturer had told them. [Applause on the Democratic
gide.] More than that, as shown by the letfers from the Presi-
dent to the Tariff Board, which I printed in the Recorp yester-
day afternoon, they refused to give to the Ways and Means
Committee even the information as to who the manufacturers
were who told them the facts. The President of the United
states challenges our bills and condemns our action, because
we do not comply with the report of the Tariff Board, which is
no report at all to begin with, and in the second place that
game Tariff Board refuses to disclose the material faets on
whieh their report is based. Can any man here deny the fact
that it is material for a Ways and Means Committee to know
who the witnesses were and how many witnesses they had
before the Tariff Board? Were we not entitled to know from
what sources they got their information? And yet thisboard did
not dare give to the Hounse of Representatives the information
to which we were entitled, and you stand here ready to go to
your constituents and justify your position on the report of a
Tariff Board that made a report on only two or three items
and then refused to disclose to you the sources of information
from which they made their report. [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. -

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Speaker, a little while ago I undertook
to interrupt the gentleman from New York [Mr. Pay~e] when
he was discussing the difference in the cost of production at
home and abroad and stating that he stood for a tariff
based on such a difference, the information to be secured by
the Tariff Board; my purpose in rising then was to inform
the gentleman that it is absolutely impossible to obtain this
information

In the first place no sensible man is going to acquaint his
competitors in the manufacturing business with the secrets of
his success in the manufacture of certain goods, nor will he
teach his competitor how to successfully compete with him by
giving him in detail the knowledge that he has acquired as to
the cost and manner of producing certain goods.

About three years ago I read a statement from an American
official to the effect that the German Government had issued
an edict that the secret processes used in the manufacture of
cotton goods should be kept a secret. They should be given to
nobody. Especially was it desired that this information be
kept from the United States. The German manufacturer did
not want the American manufacturer to know these secrets.
France and England, I think, guard their manufacturing secrets
in the same way, and it is impossible to empower any inquisitorial
board to get these facts from the foreign manufacturer. Then
how are you going to tell what it costs to produce cotton goods
abroad? We can not obtain these facts. 'This is another ef-
fort on the part of the Republican Party to delay and postpone
honest tariff revision. That party broke its promise to the
American people, violated its plaiform pledges, and now hides
behind a T d appointed and controlled by the Presi-
dent. Gentlemen, you can not deceive the American people any
longer. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I agree with what my
colleague says, that one of the most difficult problems that con-
fronts any expert board is to ascertain accurately the difference
in the cost of production either at home or abroad, or the dif-
ference between the cost of productions of domestic manufac-
ture.

Mr. BARTHOLDT.

AMr. UNDERWOOD.
tion at this point.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. I merely want to state in reply to what
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Herrix] says that I happen
to know one of the secret agenis in Germany, who for the last
10 years has been intrusted with the task of securing from
the manufacturers figures as to the cost of their production,
and I asked him the question last year at Berlin whether he
had ever been refused information that he desired. He said
that everywhere, in all the manufacturing concerns that he
had occasion to visit, he was received with the greatest courtesy,
and that they were entirely willing to give him all the facts
and figures——

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now, I will ask the gentleman to give
his informant’s name. I would like to ask the gentleman who
his witness is.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. He is one of the confidential agents of
the Treasury Department.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. What is his name?

Mr, BARTHOLDT. I am perfectly willing to give his name.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would like to have it.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. I will say this, because what he does is
done at the request and by direction of the Treasury Depart-
ment; his name is Mr. Frederick Achenbach.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am glad to get the information.

Mr. HEFLIN. If th.e gentleman from Alabama will permit
me, I got my information from the consular report made by the
Government agents abroad. I can not lay my hand on it just
now, but I stand by the statement that the German Govern-
ment has issued an ediet—as I stated it was reported—and will
not permit anybody connected with the factories that manu-
facture cotton goods to give the secret processes by which they
manufacture and dye those goods; and it is impossible to get
the cost of the production of cotton goods in Germany.

Mr., UNDERWOOD. I do not care to pursue that line of

Will the gentleman yield?
I really do not care to yield for a ques-

argument.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. If the gentleman will permit, I want to
say I did not ask particularly with respect to cotton, but I
asked him whether in any instance information had been re-
fused, and he said:

No, sir; they have received me almost with open arms, and gave me
everything they knew.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it only shows that this
Tariff Board in its report is the more reprehensible not to give
to this House the information and the sources of information
that it had at its command; but be that as it may, I challenge
any man in this House to show that there is any material differ-
ence between the Tariff Board report on these items on which
it did report and the conclusions reached in the bill that is now
presented before us and the House. Of course, there is a broad
range of cost prices presented in this report. Some are high in
one material and some are low in another, but if you make any-
thing like a reasonable average cost price of the yarns and low-
grade products on which the Tariff Board did report, their re-
port justifies the bill that we are presenting to the House to-
day, and on those items on which they did not report certainly
the President of the United States or gentlemen on that side of
the House have no right to eomplain of us.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxge] eriticized our
bills, saying they were drawn without care and that they are a
matter of guesswork. But I want to say to the gentleman
from New York and other gentlemen on that side of the House
that this bill and our other tariff bills were sent to the Presi-
dent of the United States more than a year ago. During that
time there never has been an oeccasion for a Democrat, either
in this Congress or out of it, to apologize for the work we have
done. [Applause on the Democratic side.] And yet, so far as
the bill is concerned that was passed by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Payxe], so far as the legislation is concerned
that that side of the House is responsible for, you came and
started to apologize for it before the ink was dry on the paper
when the President signed the bill. You had hardly put it Into
law before you begged an apology from the American people
and asked to have some tariff experts, employed without war-
rant of law, to tell you how to rewrite a tariff bill to take the
place of the Payne-Aldrich bill that you admitted you eould not
Justify.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I do not for one moment believe that the
American people misunderstand this proposition. You may
becloud it with words and misleading statements, but the fact
remains that the American people know that the Payne-Aldrich
bill was written in the interest of protective monopoly of the
United States [applause on the Democratic side]; that it was
dictated by manufacturers, who, many of them, wrung from
the American people over 100 per cent by reason of this tariff
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wall that you place on the statute books and that your Repub-
lican President is maintanining there because of his veto. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] We are making an earnest
effort to repeal that law, to relieve this burden that the Ameri-
can people are suffering from, and we have made so much
progress that on our votes in the past on this bill we have
received the votes of a large number of Rlepublicans on that
side of the House. [Applause on the Democratic side.] More
than that, on a woolen bill and on a cotton bill, we have been
able to secure enough votes in a Republican Senate to send
those bills to the President of the United States. When he
says that he can not sign these bills he does not point alone to
a Democratic House. He points as well to men who sat in the
Senate of the United States, holding their commissions from
Rtepublican constituencies, who say that the legislation that we
have sent to him is justified.

You can not go to your constituency on any false assumption
that if you are returned to power you intend to revise the
tariff downward. The President of the Unifed States, the
standard bearer of your party, teok that elaim away from you
on yesterday. He says that the enactment of the Payne bill
into law has been justified. He does not proclaim again to
the American people, like he did four years ago, that if he is
returned to power he will stand for a revision downward. No,
my friends on that side of the House, the President of the
United States four years ago was a progressive on the tariff
question. He is progressing from stand-pat Republicanism, from
the tariff bills of Mr. PayneE and Mr. Darzein and Senator
Aldrich, toward the Democratic position of an honest revision
in favor of the American peaple. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] DBut he does not stand there to-day. On the tariff ques-
tion he has gone—horse, foot, and dragoons—into the camp of
the Republican stand-pat faction of the party. [Applaase on
the Democratic side.] He is dependent on the stand-pat tariff
Republicans for his support in the coming campaign. He is
dependent on the Republican stand-pat tariff Republicans for
the campaign funds that he will get to run his campaign. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] You know that as well as I
know it, and by offering the substitute here that you would not
dare vote for or pass if you were in power, that you put here
as a cloud to befog and befuddle the American people, you can
not avoid the issue. Your candidate for President four years
ago, as I stated, was moving toward an honest revision of the
tariff. To-day he has returned to the camp of the enemy, and
if you elect him to power next November there will be no
honest revision of the tariff [applause on the Democratic side],
and the great frusts and tariff barons in this country will
once more, for four long years, stand behind the protective-
tariff wall of the Payne tariff bill. [Loud applause on the
Democratic side.]

I ask for a vote on the question.

Mr., HILL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a substitute for
the pending bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Currey). The gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. HiLL] offers a substitute for the pending
bill, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, by striking out all after the enacting clause and inserting,
in lieu of the matter stricken out, the following:

Mr. HILI. Mr. Speaker, I will ask, unless any Member
desires to have it read through, that the reading of the substi-
tute be dispensed with, in view of the faet that it has already
been distributed among the Members. :

Mr. PAYNE. It has not been read in the House?

Mr. HILL. No.

m’{h:e SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the sub-
ute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, by striking out all after the enacting clause and inserting,
in lieu of the matter stricken out, the following :

“That the aet entitled *An act to provide revenue, equalize duties,
and encourage the industries of the United States, nnde‘ior other pur-

oses,” approved August 5, 1909, be, and the same is hereby, amended
wy striking out all of the paragraphs of Schedule I of section 1 of said
act from 313 to 332, inclusive of both, and inserting in place thereof
the following :

‘1. Cotton card laps,
valorem.

“ 2. Cotton waste and flocks manufactured, 10 per cent ad valorem;:
antiseptic, medicated, or sterilized cotton, cotton waste, or flocks, 20
per cent ad valorem.

* 3. Cotton yarns in the gray, or otherwise, not advanced beyond the
condition of singles, by grouping or twisting two or more single yarns
together, not exceeding No. 40, 73 per cent ad valorem.

" Exceeding No. 40, and nect exceeding No. 80, 10 per cent ad
valorem.

* Exceeding No. 80, 15 per cent ad valorem.

“4, Cotton yarn or thread not otherwise provided for, in the gray
or otherwise, advanced beyond the conditlon of singles by Frouptng
or twisting two or more single yarns together; and cable laid yarns
or threads, in the ¥, or otherwise, made by grouping or twisting
two or more twisted yarns or threads together, shall subject to the

gliver, roving, or roping, 5 per cent ad

same rates of duty as the single yarns from which they are made, and
in addition thereto 5 per cent ad valorem.

“ Bpool thread of cotton, ecrochet, darning, and embroid cottons,
on spools, shall be dutiable at the same rates of duty as the single
yarns from which they are made.

“5. Cotton cloth, plain woven, in the grey, or bleached, dyed, colored,
stained, painteg, printed, mercerized, or otherwise finished, containing
not more than 5 square ysrds to the pound, 5 per cent ad valorem :

* Containing more than 5 and not more than 7% square yards to the
pound, 10 per cent ad valorem ;

* Containing more than 7% square yards to the pound, 15 per cent ad

valorem.
“ 6. Cotton cloth, fancy woven, in the grey, or bleached, dyed, colored,
mercerized, or otherwise finished, containing

stained, painted, print
fizures produced by us weaving devices known as dubbgb drop-box,
per cent

leno, lappet, swivel, or any other name except Jaequard,
ad valorem.

* 7. Cotton cloth woven by means of the Jacquard attachment, not
otherwise provided for, 23 ger cent ad valorem.

* Cotton table damask, 25 per cent ad valorem; manufactures of
cotton table damask, or of which cotton table damask is the component
material of chief value, not specially provided for in this section, 25
per cent ad valorem.

“ 8, Cloths containing silk or artificial silk, in which cotton iz the
component material of chief value, shall be subject to the same rates
of duty as cotton cloths of similar weave, and in addition thereto 5 per
O o Botton cloths filled ted, in whole or in part,

“ 9, Cotton cloths or coated, whole or in inclnding oil-
cloth of cotton, waterproof cloths composed of cottom or in frluch
cotton is the component material of chief value, 20 per cent ad valorem.

* 10. Handkerchiefs or mufilers of cotton, in the plece or otherwise,
finished or unfinished, hemstitched or not, mot otherwise speciall
provided for, shall ¥ the same rate of duty as the cloth og hi
they are made, and in addition thereto 5 per cent ad valorem.

“11. Plushes, velvets, velveteens, cordurcys, and all pile fabrics made
of cotton, of which cotton is the component material of chief value,
whether the Pi.le covers the entire surface or not:

“ TUncut, 15 per cent ad wvalorem.

“ Cut, In whole or in part, 40 per cent ad valorem.

“ Provided, That manufactures or articles in any form, Including such
as are commonly known as blas dress facings or skirt bindings, made
or cut from plushes, velvets, or other pile fabrics com of cotton,
or of which cotton is the component material of chief value, shall be
sub&ect to the same rates of duty as the fabries from which they are
made.
“12. Curtains, table covers, and all articles manufactured of cotton
chenille, or of which cotton chenille Is the component material of
chief value; cotton reps, Jacguard fi tapestry and Jacgquard

ured uphola‘ter;f 8, weighing over 6 ounces per square yard, made
of cotton, or of which cotton is the component material of chief value,
40 per cént ad valorem.

“13. Stockings, hose, and half hose, made wholly or In part on kni
machines or frames, commercially known as seamless, composed of co
ton, or of which cotton Is the component material of chlef value, 20
per cent ad valorem.

“ 14, Btockings, hose, or half hose, made wholly or in part on knittin
machines or frames or knit by hand and commercially known as full-
fashioned, composed of cotton, or of which cotton is the component
material of chief value, valued at not more than $2 per dozen pairs,
L0 per cent ad valorem; valued at more than $2 per dozen pairs, 60
per cent ad valorem.

“ 15. Bhirts and drawers, pants, vests, union suits, combination suits,
tights, sweaters, corset covers, and all underwear of every description,
made wholly or in part on knitting machines or frames, or knit by
hand, finished or unfinished, not otherwise provided for, composed of
cotton, or of which cotton is the component material of chief value
valued at not more than $1.50 %‘ dozen garments, 20 per cent ad
valorem ; valued at more than $1.50 per dozen garments and not more
ithan $3 per dozen garments, 30 per cent ad valorem.

“ Valued at more than $3 per dozen lga:mauts and not more than $6
per dozen garments, 40 per cent ad valorem.

“ Valued at more than $6 per dozen garments, 45 per cent ad valorem.

“16. Men's and boys' gloves, kni or woven, composed of cotton, or
og thich cotton is the component material of chief value, 50 per cent
ad valorem. o

“ 17. Tire fabric or fabric snitable for use In pneumatic tires, made of
cotton, or of which cotton Is the component material of chief value, 25
per cent ad valorem.

“ 18. Bone casings, garfers, suspenders and braces, webs, webbings, and
tubing, any of the foregoing composed wholly or in chief value of cot-
ton, or of cotton and india robber, and not embroidered by hand or
machtner{- spindle banding, woven, braided, or twisted lamp, stove, or
candle w ci:lng. loom harness, healds or collets, boot, shoe, and corset
lacings, labels Tor garments or other articles; composed of cotton, or of
whl{ch cotton is the component material of chief value, 30 per cent ad
valorem.

“ Belting for machinery made of cotton and india rubber, or of which
cotton is the component material of chief value, 20 per cent ad valorem.

“19. Clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing apparel of every
description, wholly or partly manufactured, not speclally Jbroﬂded for,
composed wholly or in chief value of cotton, 30 per cent ad valorem.

“ 20, All articles made from cotton cloth, and all manufactures of
cotton, or of which cotton is the component material of chief value, not
speclally provided for, 30 per cent ad valorem.

“ 921, The term cotton eldth wherever used in the g;u'ngraphs of this
schedule, unless otherwise specially provided, shall held to Include
all woven fabries composed whollf or in chief value of cotton, in the
plece or cut in lengths, and shall not Include any article finished, or
unfinished, made from cotton cloth.

“ 8rc. 2, That the last clause of paragraph 347 of sald act of Angust
5, 1909, is hereby amended so as to read as follows:

““Waterproof cloth composed of vegetable fiber other than cottom,
whether composed in part of india rubber or otherwise, 10 cents per
gquare yard and 20 per cent ad valorem.’

“8ec. 8. That paragraph 347 of said act of August 5, 1900, is hereby
amended by adding the following proviso: ‘Provided, That none of the
foregoing shall apply to coated or filled cotton clutﬁ, or articles made
therefrom.’

“ 8pc. 4. That paragraph 348 of sald act of August 5, 1909, is hereby
amended so as to read as follows: ‘' Shirt collars and cuffs, composed of
linen, or of which linen is the component material of chief value, 40
cents per dozen pieces and 20 per cent ad valorem.'

# 8ec. 5. That amgragl’: 349 of said act of August 5, 1909, is bereby
amended by striking out therefrom the words * webs and webbings."”
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to | Davidson Helm Madden Saunders
the substitute as rcported. Dickson Wiss.  Higghia " ML 4 Dak By

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent | Dies Hinds Matthews . Sher e}m
that the reading of the bill may be dispensed with. ngndel'fer Hobson lays Sherwood

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Alabama | punte S es Ce SNk Bty
[Mr. Uxperwoon] asks unanimous consent that the reading of | Dwight James Moore, Pa. Smith, J. M.
the bill be dispensed with. Is there objection? [After a gger Jones Moore, Tex. Smith, Saml. W,
pause.] ‘The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. The ques- | Bovards PN ongea Lt
tion is on agreeing to the substitute as reported by the Clerk. Esch Konig Nelson Speer

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, has that question been stated? gnirchﬂd gonﬂp Nfe Stack

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes. Those in favor of the sub- | x50 Lope Qimsted S
gtitute as reported by the Clerk will, when their names are | Flelds Lamb Patten, N. Y. Taylor, Ala.
called, answer “ yea "; those opposed “ nay.” Fitzgerald Langham Peters Thistlewood

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that | rocaney angley o BOORIAR
there is no guorum present. Fornes Legare Prince Tuttle

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois garner I[tfwdis Pujo Vare
1[):([;3 i[:m.\r] makes the point of order that there is no quorum 83‘,‘;:‘:2‘ F?téggn ﬁ:{,‘g&l}f i }:\!;’géa"d

> ilass PN eyburn Weeks

Mr. MANN. It takes 196 to make a quorum. gﬂ;ﬂd ﬁCC&" ichardson Whitacre

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chalr will count. [After | Fiiiicon, Mich. MSEE?%E?’oma. Roverts, Nev.  Wilsom, N, ¥
counting.] Eighty-one Members are present—less than a quo- | Hamilton, W. Va. McH fenry Roddenbery Young, Tex.
rum. A call of the House is ordered. The Doorkeeper will gﬂrdlwitfk ﬂﬂﬁenl?e Rottﬂgmgll
close {h doors, the Sergeant at Arms will notify absentees, and | Hayes ey el P

the Clerk will call the roll

Mr. MANN. Will the Speaker state the question?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Members in favor of the substi-
tute as reported by the Clerk will vote “ yea’; those opposed
& llﬂy.”

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 86, nays 147,
answered “ present” 8, not voting 149, as follows:

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call my name.
The Clerk called the name of Mr. Crarx of Missouri, and he

voted “mno.”

So Mr. Hmn's substitute was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:
For the session:
Mr. RIORDAN with Mr. ANDRUS.

Mr. Grass with Mr. SLEMP.

Mr. Buraess with Mr. WEEKSs.
Mr. ForNEs with Mr. BRADLEY.
Mr. BarTrLErT with Mr. BUTLER.
Mr. HoesoN with Mr. FAIRCHILD.

Until further notice:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Cox of Ohio with Mr. ANTHONY.

Youna of Texas with Mr. SIMMONS.
HueHEs of Georgia with Mr. Moose of Pennsylvania.
Puso with Mr. McMORRAR.
CrayroN with Mr. LAFEAN.

Mr. PaTteEN of New York with Mr. GrIeEsT.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

LamB with Mr. FocHT.

Tareort of Maryland with Mr. PARRAN,
PeTeERs with Mr. McCALr,

LirrLeroN with Mr. DwIGHT.
CANTRILL with Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH.
Dicesox of Mississippi with Mr. Roserrs of Nevada.

YEAS—S86.

Akin, N. Y, Garvdner, N. J. La Follette Sloan
Anderson, Minn. Good Lenroot Steenerson
Barchfeld Green, Towa Lindbergh Stephens, Cal
Bartholdt Guernsey Longworth Sterling
Bates Hanna MchlnnE{m Stevens, Minn,
Berger Hartman McLaugh Sulloway
Bowman Ha Mann Switzer
Brownlng Hawley Miller Taylor, Ohio
Burke, 8. Dak. Heald Mondell Tilson -
Catlin Helgesen Morse, Wis. Towner
Copley . Hill Mott Utler

Crago Howell Needham Volstead
Cru-patker Howland Norris Warburton

Curr, Hughes, W. Va. Patton, Pa. Wedemeyer

Danforth Humphrey, Wash. Payne Willis

Davis, Minn, Kahn Pickett Wllson 111,
Donohoe Kendall Plumley Wood, N. J.
Farr Kennedy Pray Woods, Towa
Foss Kent Prouty Young, Kans.
French Kinkaid, Nebr. Rees Young, Mich,
Fuller Knowland Roberts, Mass,

Gardner, L‘Iass. Lafferty Rodenberg

NAYS—147.

Adair Dickinson Holland Raker
Adamson Dixon, Ind. Houston Ransdell, La.
Alexander Doremus Howard Rauch

Allen Doughton Hughes, N. J. Reilly

‘Ames Driscoll, D. A, Hull Robinson
Anderson, Ohio  Estoplinal Humphreys, Miss. Rouse
Ansherry Evans Jacoway Rubey
Ashbrook Fergusson Johnson, Ky. Russell
Austin Finle Kitchin Sabath
- Ayres Flood, Va. Korbl Scully
Bathrick Floyd, Ark. Lee, Ga. Shackletord
Beall, Tex, Foster Lee, Pa. harp
Blackmon Fowler Lever Sims

Boehne Francis vy Sisson
Brantley Gallagher Linthicum Slayden
Broussard George Littlepage Bmall

Brown Godwin, N. C. Lloyd Smith, Tex.
Buchanan Goeke Lobeck ﬁtan!ey
Bulkley Goldfogle McCoy Stedman
Burke, Wis. Goodwin, Ark. MeDermott Stephens, Nebr.
Burleson Graham McGillleuddy Stephens, Tex,
Burnett Gra McKellar Stone
Byrns, Tenn. Greene, Mass, Maguire, Nebr.  Sweet
Candler Gregg, Pa Martin, Colo, Taggart
Carlin Gregg, Tex. Morrison Talcott, N. Y.
Carter Gudger Moss, Ind. Taylor, Colo.
Claypeol Hamill Murray Thayer
Cline Hamlin Neeley Townsend
Connell Hammond Oldfie Tribble
Conr: Hard? O'Shafinessy Underhill
Cox, Ind. Harrison, Miss. Padgett Underwood
Cravens Harrison, N. Y. Page Watkins
Cullop Hay Palmer White
Curley Hayden Pepper Wilzen, Pa.
Davis, W. Va. Heflin Pos Witherspoon
Dent I-Ienrfr. Pon The Speaker
Denver Hensley Rainey

ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—S8.
Burgess Draper Johnson, 8. C. Sparkman
Butler Driscoll, M. E. MeMorran Sulzer
NOT VOTING—149.

Aiken, 8. C, Booher Campbell Coo¥

Ainey Borland Cannon Covington
Andrus Bradley Cantrill Cox, Ohio
Anthony Burke, Pa. Cary Currler
Barnhart Byrnes, 8. C. Clark, Fla. Dalzell
Bartlett Calder Clayton Daugherty
Bell, Ga. Callaway Collier Davenport

Mr. RepFierp with Mr. SPEER.
Mr. James with Mr. CANNON.
Mr, Errerpe with Mr. CURRIER.
Mr. Mays with Mr. THISTLEWOOD.
Mr. Epwarps with Mr. DALZELL.
. RaxpeLr of Texas with My, Syira of California.
. Rucker of Missouri with Mr. DyEz,
. Frerps with Mr. LANGLEY.
Mr. SparRgMAN with Mr. DAVIDSON.
Mr. Garrerr with Mr. ForRDNEY.
Mr. HarpwiIcK with Mr. CAMPBELL.
Mr. Lecare with Mr. Loup.
Mr. SHeErRLEY with Mr. OLMSTED,
Mr. Weee with Mr. PRINCE, *
Mr. Tavror of Alabama with Mr. PoRrTER.
Mr. SvrzEgr with Mr. MATTHEWS.
Mr. StepHENS of Mississippi with Mr. Marmin of South
Dakota.
Mr. SEERwooD with Mr. WILDER.
Mr. SEEPPARD with Mr, VREELAND.
Mr. Rucker of Colorado with Mr. J. M. C. SmITm.
Mr. RoppexBery with Mr. Roperts of Nevada.
Mr., Moox of Tennessee with Mr. Moo~x of Pennsylvania.
Mr. RicmarpsoN with Mr. REYRBURN.
Mr. Koxop with Mr. McKINLEY.
Mr. Kingeap of New Jersey with Mr. McKENzIE.
Mr. Hamicros of West Virginia with Mr. McGuire of Okla«
homa. .
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Jonunson of South Carolina with Mr, GILLETT. .
GarNeER with Mr. McCREARY.

F1Tz6ERALD with Mr, HiINDS.

FaisoN with Mr. LAWRENCE.

Duprre with Mr., Korp.

DIFENDERFER with Mr. AINEY.

Dies with Mr. HiceINs.

CoviNcToN with Mr. HeEngy of Connecticut.
Corrier with Mr. HamirtoN of Michigan,
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Mr. Crarg of Florida with Mr. MicHAEL H. DRISCOLL.

Mr. Carcaway with Mr. Dopps.

Mr. Boonkr with Mr. De ForesrT.

Mr. BaArNaART with Mr. CALDER.

Mr., Aigex of South Carolina with Mr. Burge of Pexmsyl-
vania.

From July 27 for the balance of the session:

Mr. TuryBULL with Mr. HAYES.

From Thursday for the balance of the session:

Mr. Bror of Georgia with Mr. LANGHAM.

Until August 28:

Mr. Byenes of South Carolina with Mr. MADDEN.

On this vote:

Mr. WiLsox of New York (against the substitute) with Mr.
Jackson (in favor of the substitute).

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I voted “no,” but being
paired with the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Davipsow, I
desire to be recorded as present.

Mr. BUTLER. I voted for this substitute, but as I am
paired with the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. BARTLETT, who
iS out of the city, I desire to be recorded as present.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. A quorum being present, further proceed-
ings under the call are vacated. The Doorkeeper will open the

edoors. The gquestion is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bfll.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was accordingly read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. MANN. On that I demand the yeas and nays, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The guestion was taken; and there were—yeas 158, nays 72,
answered “present” 9, not voting 151, as follows:

YBAS—1358.
Adair Driscoll, D. A, Haull Ransdell, La.
Adamson Estopinu Humphreys, Miss. Rauch
Akin, N. Y. Evans Jacoway ellly
Alexander Fergusson Johnson, Ky. Robinson
Allen Finle Kent Rouse
Anderson, Minn. Flood, Va. Kitchin Rubey
Anderson, Ohio  Floyd, Ark. .&onlf Russell
Ansber Foster Korbly Babath
Ashbroo Fowler Laffert Saunders
yres Francis La Follette l‘g
Beall, Tex. French Lee. Pa, Shackleford
TEer Gallagher Lmroot harp
Blackmon George Leve Sims
Boehne Godwin. N.C. L“ib Sisson
Brantley Goe 1 ergh Slayden
rown t.Lold.t l Linthicum Small
Buchanan Goodw Littlepage Smith, Tex.
Bulkley Graham Lloyd tanley
Burke, Wis. Gray Lobeck Stedman
Burleson Gregg, Pa. McCoy SBtephens, Cal.
Burnett Gregg, Tex. MeDermott Stephens, Nebr.
Byrns, Tenn, Gudger McGillicuddy Stephens, Tex.
andler Hamill McKellar Stone
Carter Hamlin Maguire, Nebr, Sweet
Claypool Hammond Martin, Colo. Taylor, Colo.
ne Hanna Morrison Thayer
Connell Hard Morse, Wis. Townsend
Con Harrison, Miss. Moss, Ind. Tribble
Cox, Ind Harrlson, N. Y. Murray Underhill
Cravens Haugen Neeley Underwood
Cullop Hay Norris Warburton
Curley Hayden Oldtield Watking
Davls, Minn. Hetlin O’'Shaunessy White
Davls W. Va. Helgesen Padgett W :
Henry, Tex. Pa, Witherspoon
'Denver Hensle; Palmer Woods, lowa
Dickinson Hol Pepper Young, Kans.
Dixon, Ind. Houston Pou The Speaker
Doremus Howard Rniney
Doughton Hughes, N. J. Rakfr
NAYS—T72.
Ames Gardner, Mass. Knowland Rodenberg
Austin Gardner, N. J. Lo orth Simmons
Barchfeld Good cKinne; Bloan
Bartholdt Green, Towa McLaughlin Steenerson
Bates Greene, Mass. Mann Bterling
Bowman Guernsey Miller Stevens, Minn.
Browning Hartman Mondell Sulloway
Burke, 8. Dak, Hawley Mott Switzer
Catlin Heald Needham Taylor, Ohlo
Copley in Patton, Pa. Tilson
Crago {1owell Payne Towner
Curry Howland Pickett Utter
Danforth Tughes, W. Va.  Plumley Volstead
De Forest Humphrey, Wash. Pray Wedemeyer
Draper Kahn Prince Willis
Farr Kendall Prouty Wilson, TIL
Foss Kenoed Rees Wood, N. J.
Fuller Kinkaid, Nebr. Roberts, Mass. Young, Mich.
ANSWERED “PRESENT "—90. ]
Bur, Johnson, 8. C. McMorran - B
Butler Lee, Ga. Peters Bmer

Driscoll, M. E.

NOT VOTING—151.

Alken, 8. C. Dupré Lafean Redfield
Alney Dwight Lamb Reyburn
Andrus Dyer Langham Richardson
Anthony Edwards Langley Riordan
rt Ellerbe Lawrence Roberts, Nev.

Bartlett Esch Legare Roddenbery
Dathrick Fairchild Lewis Rothermel
Bell, Ga. Faison Lindsay Rucker, Colo.
Booher Ferris Littleton Rucker, Mo.
Borland ields ud Sells
Bradley Fitzgerald MeCall Sheppard
Broussard Focht MeCreary Bherley
Burke, Pa. Fordney HcGulre Okla. Sherwood
Brrnes, 8. C. Fornes MeH Biem.?
Calder Garner McKenzie Bmith, J. M. C.
Callawa, Garrett McXinley Smith, Saml. W.
Campbe Gillett Macon Bmith, Cal.
Cannon Glass Madden Smith, N. ¥.
Cantrill Gould Maher 8 ’
Carlin Griest Martin, 8. Dak. Stack
Cary Hamilton, Mich. Matthews Stephens, Miss,
Clark, Fla. Hamilton, W. Ya. Mays t
Clayton Hardwick Moon, Pa. Talbott, Md.
Collier Harris Moon, Tenn. Ta.leott, N Y
Coo| Hayes Moore, Pa. {s r, Ala.
Covington °* Helm Moore, Tex, tlewood
Cox, Ohlo Henry, Conn. Morgan

" Crumpacker 1'“552“ Murdock 'Turnbu.u
Currler Hin Nelson Tuttle
Dalzell Hobson Nre Vare
Daugherty Hughes, Ga. Olmsted Vreeland
Davenport Jackson Parran Webb
Davidson James Patten, N. Y. Weeks
Dickson, Miss. Jones Porter Whitacre
Dies indred Post Wilder
Difenderfer Kinkead, N. J. Powers Wilson, N. Y.
Dodds onop Pujo Young, Tex.
Donohoe Kopp Randell, Tex,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call my name.

The Clerk called the name of Mr. CLARk of Missouri, and he
answered “aye,” as above recorded.

So the bill was passed.

The following additional pairs were gnnounced :

Until further notice:

Mr. BaTHRICK with Mr. CRUMPACKER.

Mr. CAgLIy with Mr. HARRIS.

Mr. DoxoHOE with Mr. VARE.

The result of the vote was then announced, as above recorded.

On motion of Mr. UNpEgwooD, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had
approved and signed bills of the following titles:

On July 27, 1912:

H. R. 11628. An act authorizing John T. McCrosson and asso-
ciates to construct an irrigation ditch on the island of Hawaii,
Territory of Hawali;

H. R. 644. An act for the relief of Mary E. Quinn;

H. R. 22043. An act to authorize additional aids to navigation
in the Lighthouse Service, and for other purposes; and

H. R. 24699, An act extending the time for the repayment of
certain war-revenue taxes erroneously collected.

On July 30, 1912:

H. R.1739. An act to amend section 4875 of the Revised Stat-
utes, to provide a compensation for superintendents of national
cemeteries ;

H. R. 13938. An act for the relief of Theodore Salus; and

H. J. Res. 340. Joint resolution making appropriation to be
used in exterminating the army worm.

On July 31, 1912:

H. R. 4012, An act to authorize the exchange of certain lands

| with the State of Michigan;

H. R.12375. An act authorizing Daniel W. Abbott to make
homestead entry;

H. R. 22111. An act for the relief of the Delaware Transporta-
tion Co., owner of the American steamer Dorothy; and

H. R. 24508. An act for the relief of Jesus Silva, jr.

On August 1, 1912:

H. . 25598. An act granting a pension to Cornelia C. Bragg;

H. R.18041. An act granting a franchise for the construction,
maintenance, and operation of a street railway system in the
district of South Hilo, county of Hawaii, Territory of Hawaii;

H. IR. 18033. An act to modify and amend the mining laws in
their application to the Territory of Alaska, and for other pur-

poses; and

H. J. Res. 344. Joint resolution to continue the provisions of a
joint resolution approved July 1, 1912, entitled * Joint resolu-
tion extending appropriations for the necessary operations of
the Government under certain contingencies.”

On August 2, 1912:

H. R. 16518. An act for the relief of the Fifth-Third National
Bank of Cincinnati, Ohio; and
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H. R. 20873. An act for the relief of J. M. H. Mellon, James
A. Mellon, Thomas D. Mellon, Mrs. E. L. Siverd, J. M. H. Mellon,
Bessie Blue, Mrs. Simpson, Annie Turley, C. B. Eyler, Luella C.
Pearce, John MecCracken, A. J. Mellon, J. J. Martin, Eugene
Richmond, Springdale Methodist Episcopal Church, Heidekamp
Mirror Co., James P. Confer, jr., W. P. Bigley, W. J. Bole, and
8. A. Moyer, all of Allegheny County, Pa.

HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet at
11 o'clock to-morrow morning. There is a conference report on
the legislative bill, a conference report on the wool bill, and I
would like to get through both reports and not keep the House
to too late an hour to-morrow.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn
to meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

INVESTIGATION OF CLAIMS GROWING OUT OF LATE INSURRECTION IN
MEXICO.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senate joint resolution 103, now on the Speaker’s table,
be taken from the table and laid before the House for present
consideration.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous
consgent that Senate joint resolution 103 be taken from the
Speaker’s table and laid before the House for present considera-
tion. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, I ask to have the
resolution reported.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate joint resolution (8. J. Res. 103) directing the Secretary of State
to investigate claims of American citizens growing out of the late
insurrection in Mexico, to determine the amounts due, if any, and to
press them for payment.

Resolved, ete.,, That the Secretary of War be, and is hereby, author-
ized and directed to make, or cause to be made under his d ection, a
full and thorough investigation of each and all claims of American citi-
#ens and of persons domiciled in the United States which may be called
to his attention by claimants or thelr attorneys for damages for in-
Jjuries to thelr persons or property, recelved by them or by those of
whom claimants may be the legal rcg)resentatlves, within the boundaries
of the United States, by means of gunshot wounds or otherwise in-
flicted by Mexican Federal or insurgent troops during the late insurree-
tion 1n Mexico in the year 1911.

For the purpose of such lnvestlﬁation the Secretary of War is author-
ized to appoint a commission of three officers of the Army, one of whom
shall be an inspector general. Such commission shall have authorit
to subpena witnesses, administer oaths, and to take evidence on oatz
relating to any such claim and to compel the attendance of witnesses
and the production of books and papers in any such proceeding by
application to the district court of the United States for the district
within which any session of the commission is held, which court is
hereby em})owered and directed to make all orders and issue all processes
necessary for that purpoese, and sald commission shall have all the powers
conferred by law upon iu:!fcctors general of the United States Army in
the performance of their dutles. Such commission shall report to Eon-
gress, through the Beeretary of War, as soon as practicable, its findings
of fact upon each and all the claims presented to it and its conclusion
as to the justice and equity thereof and as to the proper amount of
compensation or indemnity thereupon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr., SymrrH of Texas, a motion to reconsider the
vote whereby the joint resolution was passed was laid on the
table.

By unanimous consent a similar House joint resolution, No.
255, now on the calendar, was laid on the table,

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House do
-now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 25
minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, adjourned
to meet to-morrow, Saturday, August 3, 1912, at 11 o'clock a. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
1. A letter from the Assistant Secretary of War, transmitting
a letter from the Quartermaster General of the Army submit-
ting a detailed report and statements of receipts and expendi-
tures as provided for in the fortifications appropriation bill ap-
proved August 1, 1004 (H. Doc. No. 895) ; to the Committee on
Expenditures in the War Department and ordered to be printed.
2. A letter from the Postmaster General, transmitting the
claims of Edgar Allan, jr., postmaster at Richmond, Va. (H.
Doe. No. 894); to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be
printed.

3. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, ac-
knowledging receipt of House resolution 578, in regard to high
price of anthracite coal (H. Doc. No. 806) ; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolution were sey-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. HAY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 23627) to amend section 3 of an
act entitled “An act to provide for the examination of certain
officers of the Army, and to regulate promotions therein,” ap-
proved October 1, 1890, reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1126), which said bill and report
were referred to the Commitiee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. KAHN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (8. 5808) granting right of way across
Port Discovery Bay United States Military Reservation to the
Seattle, Port Angeles & Lake Crescent Railway, of the State of
Washington, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1128), which said bill and report were referred,
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. CALDER, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 3010) to fix
the requirements governing the receipt, transmission, delivery,
and preservation of messages of interstate telegraph and tele-
phone companies, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1129), which said bill and report
were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. McCOY, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill (H. R, 4718) to authorize the use of cer-
tain unclaimed moneys now in the registry of the United States
Circnit Court for the Northern District of Ohio for the improve-
ment of the libraries of the United States courts for said dis-
triet, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 1131), which said bill and report were referred to
the House Calendar,.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORTIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. JACOWAY : A bill (H. R. 26097) for the purchase of
a site and the erection of a public building thereon at Conway,
Ark.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. LEVY: A bill (H. R. 26098) to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to use at his discretion the moneys in the
general fund of the Treasury which at the close of the fiseal
year are in excess of $125,000,000 for the purpose of reducing
the tariff on certain necessities of life; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MILLER: A bill (H. R. 26099) authorizing the towns
of Ball Bluff, Libby, and Cornish, in the county of Aitkin,
Minn., to construct a bridge across the Mississippi River in
Aitkin County, Minn.; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 26100) conveying certain lands to the
T. R. Foley Co.; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota: Resolution (H. Res. 657)
asking the Secretary of Agriculture for information relative to
the definition of beer and the labeling, branding, or misbrand-
ing thereof and for copies of papers relating thereto; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. FOSS: Resolution (H. Res. 658) regarding the sani-
tation of the cities of the island of Cuba; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. HULL: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 345) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MARTIN of Colorado: Joint resolution (II. J. Res.
846) to correct an error in H. R. 21230; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions. ;

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 26101) granting
a pension to Lizzie Nichols Wood ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CONNELL: A bill (H. R. 26102) for the relief of the
city of New York; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 26103) to
amend and correct the military record of Henry H. Willis; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.
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« By Mr. DENVER: A bill (H. R. 26104) for the relief of Loren
W. Greeno; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (H. R. 26105) granting an increase
of pension to Isaac V. Vossman; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. MAYS: A bill (H. . 26106) for the relief of the
heirs at law of Bartlett Baker and others; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (IH. It. 26107) granting an in-
crease of pension to Michael Fitzgerald; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 26108) for the relief of Pat-
rick H. Murphy, alias Henry Watson; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. SLOAN: A bill (H. R. 26109) granting an increase of
pension to William Barker; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH : A bill (H. R. 26110) granting an in-
crease of pension to Charles E. IIillis; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 26111) granting an increase
of pension to Daniel K. Gillett; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of Washington
Camp, No. 22, Patriotic Order Sons of America, Berkeley
Springs, W. Va,, favoring passage of bills restricting immigra-
tion; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. AYRES: Memorial of the National Association of
Talking-Machine Jobbers, of Pittsburgh, Pa., against passage
of the Oldfield bill; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. BARTHOLDT : Petition of E. . Rouse, of St. Louis,
Mo., favoring passage of House bill 22589, providing for em-
bassy buildings abroad; to the Cominittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of the Committee on Railway Mail
Pay, of New York City, against changing basis for railway mail
pay; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. MOTT : Memorial of the National Association of Talk-
ing-Machine Jobbers, of Pittsburgh, Pa., against passage of the
Oldfield bill; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of the Inventors’ Guild of New York City, favor-
11g the creation of a patent commission; to the Committee on
f atents,

Also, memorial of the Committee on Railway Mail Pay, against
2banges in the basis for railway mail pay; to the Commitiee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of W. Atlee Burpee, of Philadelphia, Pa., favor-
ing passage of the Sulzer parcel-post bill (H. R. 26006) ; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Itoads.

By Mr. PARRAN; Memorial of Keystone Council, No. 11,
Order of Independent Americans, of Manayunk, Philadelphia,
Pa., favoring passage of House bill 25309, requiring the flag
of the United States to be displayed on all lighthouses of the
Unite. States and insular possessions; to the Committee on
International and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PRAY : Memorial of the Grand Commandery, Knights
Templar, of Montana, favoring passage of House joint resolu-
tion 271, permitting emblems or insignia to be inscribed on monu-
ments, tombstones, ete.; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. RAKER : Petition of the Committee on Railw ay Mail
Pay, of New York City, ggainst changing the basis for railway
mail pay; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, memorial of the National Association of Talking Machine
.Tobbers. of Pittsburgh, Pa., against passage of the Oldfield bill
(H. R. 23417) ; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. SLOAN: Petition of citizens of the State of Nebraska,
favoring prohibiting sectarian garb in Indian schools; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of the Committee on Railway Mail
Pay, against changing the basis for railway mail pay; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

" Also, petition of the National Association of Talking Machine
Jobbers, of Pittsburgh, Pa., against passage of the Oldfield bill,
proposing change in patent laws; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of De Cappet & Doremus, of New York City,
favoring passage of bill to provide additional aids to navigation;
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. TILSON: Memorial of the National Association of
Talking Machine Jobbers, of Pittsburgh, Pa., against passage
of the Oldfield bill; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Memorial of the National
Association of Talking Machine Jobbers, of Pittsburgh, Pa.,
against passage of the Oldfield bill, proposing change in patent
laws; to the Committee on Patents,

XLVIII—636

SENATE.

Saroroay, August 3, 1912.

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.

.Mr. BACON ftook the chair as President pro tempore under
the previous order of the Senate.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings when, on request of Mr. GarriNnger and by unani-
mous consenf, the further reading was dispensed with and the
Journal was approved.

ESTIMATE OF APPROPRIATION (S. DOC. 0. 893).

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
letter from the Aftorney General, submitting an item for in-
clusion in the general deficiency appropriation bill autheorizing
the disbursing clerk of the Department of Justice to pay from
the appropriation for “ salaries, fees, and expenses of marshals,
United States courts, 1912,” the salary of Creighton M. Foraker
for acting as United States marshal, and W. R. Forbes for act-
ing as chief office deputy marshal, from January 7 to March 1,
1912, the interim being between the admission of the Territory
of New Mexico to statehood and the appointment of a marshal
by the court, which, with the accompanying paper, was referred
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

MESSAGE FEOM THE HOUSE.

A messagze from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed the joint
resolution (8. J. Res. 103) directing the Secretary of State to
investigate the claims of American ecitizens growing out of the
late insurrection in Mexico, to determine the amounts due, if
any, and to press them for payment.

The message also announced that the House had passed a bill
(H. R. 25034) to reduce the duties on manufactures of cotton,
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate,

MEMORIAT.

Mr. KERN presented a memorial of members of the Business
Men's Association of Lebanon, Ind., remonstrating against the
passage of the proposed parcel-post bill, which was ordered to
lié on the table. :

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. BRISTOW, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (IH. R. 606) for the relief of John
Treffeisen, reported it with amendments and submitted a report
(No. 1009) thereon.

Mr. HITCHCOCK, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 19190) for the relief of John
P. Risley, reported it with an amendment and submitted a re-
port (No. 1010) thereon.

Mr. DILLINGHAM, from the Committee on Privileges and
Elections, to which was referred the bill (8. 8315) to prohibit
corporations from making contributions in connection with
political elections and to limit the amount of such contribu-
tions by individuals or persons, reported it with an amendment
and submitted a report (No. 1011) thereon,

INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS ON HYGIENE AND DEMOGRAPHY.

Mr. WARREN. From the Committee on Appropriations I
report back favorably without amendment the joint resolution
(S. J. Res. 126) authorizing Federal bureaus doing hygienic
and demographic work to participate in the exhibition to be
held in connection with the Fifteenth International Congress on
Hygiene and Demography, to be held at Washington, September
16 to October 4,1912. I ask the attention of the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. GaruiNger] to the reading of the joint resolution.

Mr. GALLINGER. After the joint resolution has been read,
I will ask unanimous consent for’its consideratipn. I think
there will be no objection to it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The joint resolution will be
read for the information of the Senate.

The Secretary read the joint resolution; and there being no
objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded
to its consideration.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

BILL INTRODUCED.

A bill was introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. FLETCHER :

A bill (8. 7419) increasing the limit of cost of the post-office
building at St. Petersburg, Fla.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.
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